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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The CRAFT* Project is a three-year comparative study of methods
of teaching reading to disadvantaged Negro children in New York City.
The first year, 1964-65, CRAFT was one of the 27 studies of first
grade reading that received financial assistance from the U.S. Office
of Education and were aided by a special coordinating center at the
University of Minnesota. CRAFT received a second contract from the
U.S.O.E. for a 2-1/2 year extension in order to continue with the
specific teaching methods in the second grade and then to follow-up
the children through the third grade. The present report is the
final report of the full three-year project, and contains detailed

analyses of the second and third grade results. For brevity and con-
venience, the first grade study will be referred to below as CRAFT 1,

the second grade continuation as CRAFT 2, and the third grade follow-

up as CRAFT 3.

A number of reports about this project have already been made

public. A detailed report on the first year of the project was pub-

lished on March 1, 1966 (Harris & Serwer, 1966a); copies were quick-

ly exhausted, but the report may be obtained in microfiche or hard

copy through ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center of the

U.S. Office of Education) as ED 010 037. A brief summary of CRAFT 1

was published in the May, 1966 issue of The Reading Teacher (Harris &

Serwer, 1966b) and has been reprinted in a volume containing the sum-

maries of the 27 cooperative first grade reading projects (Stauffer,

1967). A supplementary analysis of instructional time as a factor in

the CRAFT 1 results was published in the Reading Research Quarterly

(Harris & Serwer, 1966c). A brief summary of the CRAFT 2 findings ap-

peared in the. May, 1967 issue of The Reading Teacher (Harris, Server,.

& Gold, 1967).

The present volume also contains a. report of the CRAFT Replica-

tion Project which was carried out in first grade classes in 1965-66

and in second grade classes in 1966-67, with local resources. The

first grade replication will be called Replication 1 below,, and the

second grade replication will be called Replication 2.

In later chapters, familiarity with CRAFT 1 procedure and results

will be assumed. For this reason, it seems desirable to present a

summary of CRAFT 1 here.

*Comparison of Reading Approaches in First Grade Teaching with

Disadvantaged Children.
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First Year of the CRAFT Project

CRAFT 1 was planned in the spring and summer of 1964 and oper-
ated during the 1964-65 school year.

The Schools

The project operated in 12 New York City elementary schools.
Two schools were located in central Harlem; six in the Bedford-Stuy-
vesant section of Brooklyn; and four in the South Jamaica section of
Queens. Pupil populations in all of the schools were almost 100 per
cent Negro. All schools were known to have been at least a half-
year retarded on the most recent city-wide reading test in third
grade; median grade scores for the schools near the end of third
grade had ranged from 2.6 to 3.4. Eleven of the 12 schools were in
neighborhoods with median annual family incomes ranging from $3,744
to $3,918. The twelfth school, in a lower middle-class Negro neigh-
borhood, was known to enroll a large number of dependent children
placed in foster homes.

There were 48 experimental classes, four in each school. All
of the schools had other first-grade classes that were not involved
in the experiment.

Instructional Methods

The main comparison was between a Skills-Centered Approach and
a Language-Experience Approach. The SC Approach emphasized the need
for order, structure, and built-in repetition. Skills were intro-
duced in specific sequences, the vocabulary was carefully controlled.
and the teacher followed manuals that gave detailed lesson plans.
Two skills-centered methods were used.

The first of these was the BR Method, in which the teachers used
the full materials supplied by the publisher (preprimers, primer,
first reader, accompanying workbooks, word and phrase cards) and fol-
lowed the lesson plans the teachers' manuals as closely as possible.
The three basal series available in the experimental schools (Scott,
Foresman Basic Readers; Ginn Basic Readers; Harper & Row Alice and
Jerry books) were judged to be sufficiently similar in content and
methodology to be considered together as providing one method.* Teach-
ers were encouraged to use an "enriched" rather than an "impoverished"
interpretation of the BR Method. Thus, they were encouraged to utilize
the suggestions in the manuals for enrichment and supplementary activi-
ties, to encourage oral and written expression, and to teach social

*Although original plans called for use of "integrated" basal
readers, none of the publishers had such materials complete for the
first grade by September, 1964.
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studies, science, art, and music, as prescribed in the city curri-
culum.

The other skills-centered method, called the Phonovisual Method
(PV), combined use of basal readers for silent and oral reading with
an intensive, systematic phonics method for teaching word recognition
(the Phonovisual Method). Each day the teacher taught a phonics les-
son for 20 to 30 minutes, substituting this for the program in phonics
and structural analysis contained in the basal reader manuals. At a
separate time the teacher taught new vocabulary and conducted oral
and silent reading in a basal reader. Provisions for enrichment were
intended to be the same in both skills-centered methods.

The Language-Experience Approach emphasized the need for self-
expression through the use of the child's oral language as a basis
for beginning reading materials. Shared experiences were provided by
the teacher through taking trips and classroom experiences with pets,
science experiments, etc. Other experiences came from the personal
lives of the children. Out of the discussion of these varied experi-
ences, charts were developed and used for reading and writing, for

skills instruction, and for drill. There was a gradual transition to
reading books in small groups and eventually to individualized reading.

The Language-Experience Approach included two methods. These
differed in the amount of audio-visual equipment and training provided
to the teachers. The "regular" Language-Experience Method (LE) al-
lowed the teachers to use whatever audio-visual equipment and sup-
plies were normally available to them (actually very little), but did
not provide any extra AV resources or any training in the use of AV
procedures in the teaching of reading.

The Language-Experience Audio-Visual Method (LE-AV) provided its
teachers with a variety of AV equipment: overhead projectors, Polar-
oid and Kodak cameras, film-strip proiectors, tape recorders, sets of
earphones for a listening corner, etc. A half-time audio-visual con-
sultant gave specific instruction in the use of the equipment and co-
operated with the reading consultants in the development of AV teach-
ing methodology.

There were, then, two approaches (Skills-Centered and Language-
Experience), and four methods: I, Basal Reader (BR); II, Phonovisual
(PV); III, Language-Experience (LE); and IV, Language-Experience, Audio-
Visual (LE-AV). There were 12 classes for each method, 24 classes for
each approach. Within each school there were two Skills-Centered
classes and two Language-Experience classes. Thus each SC Method oper-
ated in six schools, and each LE Method in six schools. The methods

were paired as follows: I with III in three schools; II with III in
three schools; I with IV in three schools; and II with IV in three
schools. These four patterns were assigned to the schools by drawing

lots.
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Subjects

From the total first-grade enrollment in each school enough
names were chosen at random for four classes. These children were
assigned at random to the two methods,* with care taken to balance
those with or without kindergarten experience. About two-thirds of
the children had attended kindergarten while about one-third had not.

At the opening of school there were about 1,700 children in the
48 classes, with a mean of 35 children per class. There were approxi-
mately equal numbers of boys and girls. The number who completed the
pretest program in October was 1,372. By the time the posttests were
completed, early in June, there was a further loss of 17.2 per cent,
leaving 1,141 pupils for whom both pretest and final scores were
available. These comprised the first-grade experimental population.
As pupils transferred from experimental classes to other schools they
were replaced by new entrants, keeping class size fairly constant and
equal to the average size of non-experimental first-grade classes in
the same schools. The children were considerably retarded in most as-
pects of reading readiness, as explained below.

Teachers

The teacher6 had volunteered for the project, knowing that they
would be paid for the required after-school work such as attending
workshop sessions and filling out research forms, and that the princi-
pals favored their participation. Within each school the teachers
drew lots for the two methods assigned to that'school.

The teachers varied greatly in age and experience. Most were
very young; a few were near retirement. Total experience ranged from
0 to 40 years; first-grade teaching experience ranged from 0 to 29'
years, with a mode of one year and a median of two years. Most of
the teachers had bachelor degrees with some graduate work short of a
master's degree. On the administration of the San Diego Teacher In-
ventory of Approaches to Teaching of Reading at the beginning of the
year there was a general preference for the "Basic" scale, with no
significant differences among the groups assigned to the four methods.

An intensive teacher-training program was carried out by the
project's assistant director and the six part-time consultants pro-
vided by the Board of Education (four in reading, one in early child-
hood education, one in audio-visual instruction). A workshop for
each of the four methods met twice before school opened, then weekly
for. three months, then bi-weekly. Each teacher was visited by the

*In two schools a class of high-rated kindergarten children was
set apart, and randomized choice of children for CRAFT classes was

made among the remaining children. In another school, a few extreme-

ly slow children were removed before randomized assignment.

5



assistant director and a reading consultant; these visits were fol-

lowed by evaluative discussions. The audio-visual consultant worked

only with the 12 LE-AV teachers. The early childhood consultant was
especially helpful in structuring the five-week readiness period
which ended with the completion of the pretests.

Tests

Pretests included: Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness
Tests, Metropolitan Readiness Test (Word Meaning and Listening sub-
tests), and Thurstone Pattern Copying and Identical forms. Four sub-

tests were usable as covariates: Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate,
Metropolitan Word Meaning and Listening, and Thurstone Pattern Copy-
ing.

For posttests, the Stanford Primary I Battery, Form X, was given

to all pupils. Several oral reading tests and two samples of written
composition were scored for a randomly selected sample of four child-
ren .(two boys, two girls) from each class.

The San Diego Inventory of Pupil Attitude was also administered
as a group test, and the San Diego Teacher Inventory was filled out

again by each teacher near the end of the year.

Experimental and Statistical Procedures

The instructional period was 140 days from the final pretest to
the first posttest. Teathers in the nine schools with full five-hour
days (9-12, 1-3) were instructed to spend 180 minutes a day on read-
ing and supportive activities; those in the three schools which were
limited to a four-hour day (8-12) because of over-crowding were in-
structed to spend 150 minutes a day.

All four methods were treated as "experimental" methods and there
was no "control group" in the usual sense. Hawthorne effect should
have been fairly equal among the methods. Three groups of teachers
were using instructional procedures new to them, and the fourth upup
(BR) was using a procedure somewhat different from their previous prac-
tices.

Uniqueness of the four methods was established by class visits,
by scores derived from Daily Logs kept by the teachers for five con-
secutive days each month, and from scores derived from OScAR R, an
observational procedure developed for the project by Donald K. Medley.

The statistical program was carried out t'ith IBM 7040 and 7094
computers. The following steps were taken:

1. Intercorrelations were computed between the pretests
and the five Stanford sub tests. Because of data miss-
ing for some classes (due to faults in test administra-
tion) the number of usable pretests was redLced to four,
as listed above.

6



2. A program for multiple covariance with unequal N's was
adapted from Cooley and Lohnes (1962), and adjusted class
means were obtained for each Stanford subtest.

3. The adjusted means were used in a three-way analysis of
variance which checked for differences between approaches;
between the two methods in each approach; and for school
differences.

4. The results of the individually administered tests were
similarly treated. The covariance program was applied
to the Gilmore Accuracy Score, the Gates Word Pronuncia-
tion Test, and the "lucidity" score derived from one of
the written compositions.

5. An intercorrelation matrix of, 54 input and adjusted out-
come measures was scanned for correlations that might re-
veal significant factors. Those located were then studied
further.

Pretest Results

The mean score for the CRAFT 1 pupils in October on the seven
pretests for which percentile norms were available ranged from the
first percentile to the 44th percentile, with a median at the 20th
percentile. They had great difficulty with the Murphy-Durrell Pho-
nemes subtest, with many zero scores and a mean at the first percen-
tile. A serious vocabulary deficiency was shown on the Metropolitan
Word Meaning subtest (14th percentile). The relatively good showing
(44th percentile) on the Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate subtest, a kind
of standardized lesson in which words are taught by a "look and say"
procedure and then tested, suggested comparatively good ability to
learn by a sight recognition method.

Posttest Results

The most conspicuous finding of the intercorrelational analysis
was that the teacher's use of time was significant. The Daily Logs
kept by the 48 teachers for five consecutive days in five consecutive
months provided scores for Total Time, Reading Time, and Supportive
Activities Time. Reading Time had significant correlations with the
adjusted class means on most of the posttests, ranging from .40 to .61.
Correlations for Total Time and Supportive Activities Time were not
significant.

The two Approaches were compared to see how teachers used their
time. Total instructional time per day was quite similar: a mean of
170 minutes for Skills-Centered teachers, 175 minutes for Language-
Experience teachers. However, the Skills-Centered teachers spent 55
per cent of their time on Reading activities, while the Language-Ex-
perience teachers spent only 39 per cent on Reading and the other 61
per cent on Supportive Activities.
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A comparison was made of the results in the three "split-ges-

sion" schools with the nine full-day schools. Of fifteen compari-

sons, 11 showed significant differences favoring the full-session

schools. The LE-AV Method was more severely handicapped in the

split-session schools than either of the Skills-Centered methods.

There were no regular LE classes in the split-session schools.

Because of these findings, the final comparisons

proaches" and methods were based on the adjusted class

full-session schools only. Analyses of variance were

each test between the two approaches, and between the

within each approach.

between ap -

means for the
computed for
two methods

The results of these analyses may be summarized as follows:

1. Between BR and PV, the only significant difference was

in favor of BR on Paragraph Meaning.

2. Between LE and LE-AV, the latter was ahead on all seven

measures, with statistically significant differences on

four of the measures, and equalled SC results.

3. The LE Method had the poorest results of the four methods.

4. The SkillsrCentered Approach surpassed the Language-Exper-

ience Approach on six measures, with significant differ-

ences on four of them (Stanford Word Reading, Spelling,

and Word Study Skills, and Gilmore Accuracy).

When the raw score means were translated into grade equi-

valents many of the differences disappeared (a difference

of more than three raw score points may be needed to show

a grade score difference of one-tenth of a year). The

grade score means are shown in Table 1.1. Most of the

differences between methods were of the order of one-tenth

of a year. Even when such differences are statistically

significant, they are not of much practical consequence.

6. The CRAFT pupils made higher mean grade scores on the Gil-

more Accuracy (1.8) and Gates (2.3) individually adminis-

tered tests than on the subtests of the Stanford, on which

their mean was 1.5.

7. Analyses were also carried out on a number of unadjusted

posttest measures on which the covariance analysis cold

not be performed.

a. On.the San Diego Inventory of Pupil Attitude the BR

Method was significantly highest, and the PV Method

was lowest.
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Table 1.1

Adjusted Grade Score Means for Full-Session Classes, CRAFT 1

Test

Skills-Centered
Approach

Language-Experience
Approach

BR PV Total LE LL AV Total

Stanford
Word Reading 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.5

Paragraph Meaning 1.6 1.5 1.5 L5 1.5 1.5

Vocabulary 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5

Spelling 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.6

Word Study Skills 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4

Gilmore Oral, Accuracy 2.0 1.8 1.9 1.7 2.0 1.8

Gates Word Pronunciation 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3

b. The SC Approach scored substantially higher than the LE
Approach on three tests individually administered to
the sample of four children per class: the Gilmore Rate

score, the Fry List of Phonetically Regular Words, and

the Karisen Phonemic Word List. However, a similar dif-
ference on the Gates Word Pronunciation proved not to be
significant after covariance adjustments, and therefore
the significance of the differences on the unadjusted
word lists is doubtful. The PV Method had somewhat higher
means than the BR Method on these tests.

c. None of the several scores based on the two writing
samples showed significant differences between approaches
or methods.

8. Following the publication of the CRAFT 1 report, a further

analysis of instructional time was carried out (Harris & Ser-

wer, 1966c). The Stanford Word Meaning and Paragraph Meaning

adjusted class means were used for this analysis. When cor-

relations were computed separately for each method (with a

maximum of 10 degrees of freedom), they had to be quite sub-

stantial to be significantly greater than zero.

a. The correlations between Reading Time and posttests were
highest and significant for BR, lowest and non-signifi-

cant for LE, and doubtfully significant for PV and LE-AV.



b. Each of the four methods had a distinctive pattern of

time distribution; but there was substantial variation
among the teachers in any one method.

c. Of five kinds of reading activities and 10 supportive
activities, none was related to achievement consist-
ently in all four methods. There was, however, a gen-
eral tendency for the teachers who spent more time on
the activities distinctively characteristic of their

prescribed method to get better results than those who
spent less time on these activities. Time spent with
basal readers and in sight word teaching was most signi-
ficant in the BR Method. Time spent in writing, drama-
tization, social studies, and science was significant

for the LE Method. Audio-Visual time was positively re-
lated to outcomes for the LE AV teachers and gave pre-
dominantly negative correlations for the other three
methods. For the PV Method the only significant corre-
lations were positive with Story telling and with art.

9. The Medley OSCAR R observational schedule was developed for
this project in an attempt to accomplish two separate tasks.

The first was to verify that there were genuine differences

among the methods; this was accomplished. The second was to
check whether certain observable characteristics of teacher
behavior, independent. of method, would affect pupil learning.
In the CRAFT 1 report it was stated that none of the OSCAR R
scores correlated significantly with achievement. A further
analysis of the first-grade data done subsequently has shown
some significant correlations that are specific to a parti-

cular instructional method. Details will be given in Chap-

ter V.

2. The Rationale for Continuation

In planning the CRAFT Project, it was hoped from the beginning
that it would be possible to follow the progress of the pupils through

at least the second grade, and preferably through the third grade.

There were several lines of reasoning, all of which pointed in the direc-

tion of continuing the study beyond first grade.

Several studies comparing methods of teaching reading had shown
that the method which is ahead at the end of the first grade is not ne-
cessarily ahead at the end of the third grade. One of the best known
of these (Sparks & Fay, 1957) compared a specific method of intensive
phonics instruction with basal reader instruction; although the phonics
method was clearly ahead at the end of the first grade, the two methods
were not significantly different in their results at the end of the

third grade. Another relevant study compared the effects of different
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amounts of readiness work before beginning reading instruction, for
children low in readiness (Bradley, 1956). The control group was
given reading instruction from the beginning of the first grade; ex-
perimental pupils were given readiness work for 5, 8, or 10 months.
Early in the second grade, the control group was well ahead. But
by the end of second grade the two groups were equal, and by the end
of third grade the differences, although not statistically signifi-
cant, favored the readiness group.

There was some reason to anticipate that the Language-Experi-
ence Approach might have delayed beneficial effects. The emphasis
in this method on providing new information and ideas, and giving
\much attention to oral language development, made it probable that
Hess time would be devoted by LE teachers to the teaching of word
recognition skills in first grade. As has been noted above, they ac-
tually did spend less time on reading activities as compared with
supportive activities. The language emphasis might, it was thought,
show an advantage at a later point in reading when word recognition
becomes subordinate to comprehension. It was also noted that stand-
ardized first grade achievement tests would be more likely to con-
tain basal reader vocabulary than experience chart vocabulary. This

trend would be less marked in second and third-grade reading tests
as test vocabulary becomes more general and book reading becomes a
more important part of LE procedure.

Another method which was thought to have possibilities of de-
layed benefit was the Phonovisual Method. On the pretest most
closely related to aptitude for phonic learning (Murphy-Durrell Pho-
nemes), the CRAFT 1 children as a total group had scored very low.
It therefore seemed possible that they would take longer to master
the phonic system, and that functional use of phonic skills might
not become evident for many of them until the second grade.

The plan for the study called for maintaining the special fea
tures of each method through CRAFT 2. While this entailed consider-
able effort in teacher training, it seemed far better to try'to keep
the. methods distinct as long as possible, rather than just to follow
up the progress of the children in an uncontrolled second-grade read-

ing program. By maintaining the methods, their possible delayed ef-
fects would have a real chance to become evident.

Knowing the high pupil turnover rate in the schools being used,
it did not seem possible to maintain experimental classes through the
third grade. Considerably more than half of the children could be
expected to leave their original schools before the end of the third
year. However, citywide third-grade reading tests made it possible
to plan to follow the individual children through the third grade.
Record-keeping procedures were established which made it possible to
locate the schools to which pupils moved, and to retrieve their scores
on the third-grade city -wide tests.



3. Plan of the Continuation Study

The Second-Grade Plan

Briefly, the plan for CRAFT 2 was to maintain the two approach-

es and four methods of CRAFT 1 as intact as possible through the

second grade, and to compare results after a uniform period of second -

grade instruction. Adjustments had to be made to the gradual loss

of pupils and to the loss of one of the original 12 schools. A pro-

gram was set up to train the second-grade teachers in the specifics of

the methods to which they were assigned. The assistant project direc-

tor and several consultants taught the workshops and visited and con-

sulted with the teachers. The CRAFT 2 testing program included group

testing (Metropolitan) in reading, spelling, arithmetic, and attitude

toward reading (San Diego), and measures of oral reading, word recogni-

tion, and written composition were secured for a sample of four child-

ren per class. Teacher use of time was recorded in Daily Logs, and

teacher behavior was recorded through use of the OSCAR R.

The procedures*of CRAFT 2, very briefly outlined in the preceding

paragraph, are desribed in Chapter III.

The Third-Grade Plan (CRAFT 3)

The procedures that made it possible to follow the children

through the third grade may be briefly summarized as follows: (1) At

the beginning of the first grade the permanent record card of each

CRAFT pupil was conspicuously stamped with the word CRAFT. (2) At

any time during the three years, when a CRAFT pupil left the school,

the clerk kept a record of the new school to which the child's records

were sent. .(3) These records were collected periodically by the re-

search staff and the changes were recorded. (4) The child's new school

was sent a communication indicating the project's interest in follow-,

ing all CRAFT children and requesting notification if any CRAFT child

transferred again. (5) During the Fall of 1966, a research assistant

spent many weeks setting up new record books by school and class for

all of the original-1,372 CRAFT 1 children who could be located. (6)

Three sets of reading tests were administered city-wide during the

1966-67 year: the New York State Reading Test in October; Metropoli-

tan reading tests in November; and Metropolitan reading and arithmetic

tests in April. When the results of these tests became available re-

search assistants spent many days at the Board of Education offices

copying the scores of the CRAFT children. (7) Appropriate statisti-

cal procedures were used in analyzing the third-grade results.

The procedures of the third-grade part of the continuation study

are given in greater detail in Chapter VI.
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4. The Rationale for Replication

In both CRAFT 1 and CRAFT 2 there was no time to pretrain the
teachers. Although there were workshop meetings before the beginning
of the school year, the bulk of the training had to be given during
the year. The teachers learned the special features of the method to
which they were assigned as they used it. It can be expected that
the results will show what teachers can do when a method is new to
them. The more unfamiliar a method may be, the more it may be handi-
capped in such a comparison.

In the original proposal for the CRAFT Project there was provi-
sion for repeating or replicating the study by having the same teach-
ers use the same methods with a new group of children, in both first
and second grades. This would, it was expected, provide a comparison
of the methods when used by teachers who had become reasonably famil-
iar with the method.

Funds for replication were not included in the U.S.O.E. contract
under which CRAFT 2 and CRAFT 3 were carried out. However, local re-
sources were found to support the "replication study" and its results
will be presented in Chapters VII and VIII.

5. Plan of the Replication Study

Replication in First Grade

The main purpose of the Replication Study was to find out wheth-
er a year of prior experience in using one of the CRAFT methods had
any significant effects on the results teachers were able to get with
the method.

All of the 48 first-grade CRAFT teachers were invited to remain
in the project for a second year, repeating the same teaching method
with a new group of pupils. Thirty agreed to do so. Of the 18 who
did not, 13 were unavailable for such reasons as promotion to a non-
teaching position, moving out of the city, or maternity leave.

Of the 30 teachers, 26 were assigned during 1965-66 to replicate
the method they had used the previous year. Four teachers took part
in a "Pilot Study" trying a new method which was a combination of LE-
AV with Phonovisual. Thus there were five methods in Replication 1:
the original four methods, and the new "Pilot" method. The four
"Pilot" teachers had all used either LE-AV or PV in the first year.

The Replication 1 research design was as close as possible to

the original CRAFT design. A brief readiness period was conducted,
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followed by the administration of pretests early in October. Work-

shop and supervisory activities were less intensive than in the

first year The Stanford Primary I Battery was administered after

140 days of instruction, and measures of oral reading and written

composition were obtained for a random sample of four children per

class. The San Diego pupil and teacher inventories were also admin-

istered as posttests. The statistical treatment was very similar

to that used in CRAFT 2. Replication 1 procedures and results are

described in Chapter VII.

Replication in the Second Grade

The plan for Replication 2 was to maintain as many as possible

of the 30 first-grade classes through another year of instruction

with the same method as in the first grade, taught by a second-grade

teacher who had used that method in CRAFT 2. Thus, in 1966-67 there

were 26 Replication 2 classes, 5 or 6 classes for each of the four

original methods and 4 classes in the Pilot Method. The procedures

and measurement program were very similar to those used in CRAFT 2.

Second-grade Replication 2 procedures and results are described in

Chapter VIII.

6. Objectives

The main objectives of CRAFT.2 may be.stated as follows:

1. To determine the growth of the CRAFT children in several

aspects of reading and writing during a period of nearly

two years of reading instruction.

2. To compare the reading achieVement of CRAFT children with

that of children who entered the experimental classes after
the instructional rrogram began and therefore were not part

of the experimental population.

3. To determine if there were significant differences in read-

ing achievement between Approaches and Methods over the

two-year period.

To determine if there were significant differences in reading

achievement between Approaches and Methods in the second

grade.

5. To compare the progress in reading over two years of specific

sub-groups:

a. Boys and girls
b. Early readers and the rest of the CRAFT population

c. Children with and without kindergarten experience

14



6. To determine if there are patterns of high and low .achieve-
ment scores characteristic of the CRAFT population as a
whole, or of a particular approach or method.

7. To analyze the use of instructional time in the four methods
and to inquire into the relationship between the use of time
and pupil achievement.

8. To analyze the various data concerning teachers, including
age, education, experience, attitudes toward teaching
methods .(San Diego), and aspects of teaching procedure
(OScAR R) for clues concerning the reasons, for differences
in results among the teachers using the same teaching
method.

The main objectives of CRAFT 3 may be stated as follows:

1. To determine how children taught for two years in CRAFT
classes achieved in reading during the third grade.

2. To compare the reading results for the two approaches and
four methods after three years of reading instruction.

3. To determine if there are significant differences in amount
of reading gain during the third grade, when comparisons
are made by approach, by method, and by sex.

4. To compare the reading achievement of children who had two
years of CRAFT instruction with that of (a) children who
had between one and two years of CRAFT instruction; and
(b) children who had less than one year of CRAFT instructIon.

5. To compare the reading achievement in third grade of children
with and without kindergarten experience.

6. To trace through the third grade the progress in reading of
children who were identified as early readers at the begin-
ning of first grade, as a total group and by approach.

The main objectives of Replication 1 may be stated as follows:

1. To compare the results of the two approaches and four
methods when taught by teachers who had a year of prior
experience in teaching with the same method.

2. To study the learning results of the Pilot Method, combining
PV and LE-AV features.

3. To compare the results of the teachers in each method in
Replication 1 with the results of the same teachers in CRAFT 1.

4. To.study the use of instructional time in Replication 1 and

15



the relationship of time variables to pupil achievement.

5. To check on the hypothesis that teachers in the LE
Approach would, because of the greater unfamiliarity of
that Approach, show more gain in pupil reading achievement
than teachers in the SC Approach.

6. To check on the hypothesis that teachers in the PV and
BR methods would achieve approximately equal results.

7. To check on the hypothesis that teachers in the LE-AV
method would achieve better results than teachers in
the LE Method.

8. To check on the hypothesis that teachers in the Pilot
Method would show greater pupil achievement in reading
than during the preceding year when they had used the
PV or LE-AV Method.

The main objectives of Replication 2 may be stated as follows:

1. To compare the results of the two approaches and four
methods when the children had been taught for two years
by teachers who had a year of prior experience with the
same method.

2. To study the results of the Pilot Method over a two-year
period.

3. To compare the results of the second grade teachers in
Replication 2 with the results of the same teachers in
CRAFT 2.

4. To study the relationships of instructional time to
achievement in Replication 2.

5. To check the hypothesis that the LE Approich would compare

more favorably with the SC Approach in Replication 2 than in

CRAFT 2.

6, To check the hypothesis that there would be no significant
differences between the BR and PV Methods after two years
of instruction by teachers experienced in the method.

7. To check the hypothesis that there would be no significant
differences between the LE and LE-AV Methods after two
years of instruction by teachers experienced in the method.

8. To check on the hypothesis that the Pilot Method would not
differ significantly in results from the original four
methods after two years.
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9. To study the influence of kindergarten experience on
reading achievement in Replication 2.

10. To study the influence of sex on reading achievement
in Replication 2.
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CHAPTER II

RELATED RESEARCH

While the literature on the teaching of beginning reading is
voluminous and research studies in that area have been plentiful,
research concerned specifically with the reading instruction of
young, disadvantaged, urban Negro children is very scarce.

The recency of professional concern with the reading problems
of the disadvantaged in general can be shown by inspecting the pro-
grams of the annual conventions of V International Reading Asso-
ciation. From 1956 through 1963, there were no papers in the con-
vention programs whose titles indicated that they were specifically
concerned with the reading problems of the disadvantaged. In the
1964 program, however, there were 13 papers in this area.. In a
U.S.O.E. bulletin entitled Teaching Young Children to Read, dated
1964 but giving the proceedings of a conference held in November,
1962, none of the titles of papers indicates a concern with the dis-
advantaged (Cutts, 1964). General concern with the reading problems
of the disadvantaged seems to have arisen shortly after 1960, and
to have resulted in printed papers and reports starting in 1963 or
1964.

Considering the. recency of this concern, a paucity of published
research in this area is inevitable. Nevertheless it is striking
that in two books about teaching the disadvantaged which were pub-
lished during 1966, oae (Crow, 1966) does not discuss beginning read-
ing methodology at all, while the other (Loretan & Umans, 1966) cov-
ers "Reading and Listening Skills in the Early Grades" in a chapter
of only eight pages.

In I065 a task force of the National Council of Teachers of
English attempted to determine the effectiveness of language learn-
ing in special projects and programs for the disadvantaged across the
U.S.A. Between March and July, 1965, 22 observers visited and re-
ported on 190 programs, administered by 115 separate districts and
agencies located in 64 different cities. The CRAFT Project was one
of those visited. The task force report (Corbin and Crosby, 1965)
was published in November, 1965. The report covered six areas--pre-
school, elementary, secondary, English as a second language, adult,
and teacher training, and reading was but one of the aspects of lan-
guage with which it was concerned. Nevertheless the four pages de-
voted to elementary reading contain some interesting observations.
"Most schools visited used some form of a basal reader; others were
using such approaches as Words in Color, i.t.e., Phonovisual, Lan-
guage Experience, and individualized reading programs. Even a
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brief visit to research programs in reading revealed that more atten-
tion, materials, consultant help, and'overall expectations were given
to experimental groups as.opposed to control groups.' It would be in-
teresting to reverse the procedure. . Some obserVers believe: that
impressiVe results from i.t.a. and other new approaches to'reading-,.
result leis from the new approach than from emphasis placed On.reading
through the school day" (p. 84). Most of the primary,grade reading,
programs listed in the report were of an informal tryout or action re-
search nature, rather than carefully controlled experimentation; and
they were programs in progress from which,final,reports could not be
expected ior some time.

. .

1. Readiness for the Disadvantaged

The need for concentrated attenticiwtO thereadinets deficits of
disadvantaged children,..:and particularlY'of disadvantaged Negro:chil-
dren,- has been stressed by Martin DeutsCh.. In one of his studies a:.
wide variety of tests were given to Negro.and white children ofyary-
ing socio7economid,status, at firstrgradi and fifth,grade.,levels,
"Significant correlations with .race were. found in*eight comparisons
for the first graders, and in 18 for the fifth grade=sample. The.num
ber of significant comparisons on SES,foreach. groupwas 22.",, (Deutsch,
1965) In other words, inadequate'patternsof language behavior char-
acteriled disadvantaged. childrenin general,. but4n additiondisadvan-
taged .legrd children fell increasingly behind the disadvantaged white
children between first grade and fifth grade. have
been influential in:marshalling, support.for.preschoOl compensatory. edu-
cation. ;..

The Head Start'PrOgram, begun in the summer Of.,1965
number of communities with sUpPort,from,the_Office_of Economic:,Oppor-

_

tUniti,:is a large sCale'effOrt.to improve .the school readiness. of pre-

school disadvantaged children. As yet there"has not been sufficient,
time to determine the effects of Head Start:attendance on progress.in

reading (Silberstein, 1966). CRAFT l'itarted nearly:a year before the
first'llead.Start programs. in NeW YorkCity,:so none.of.the.children.in
CRAFT 1 were enrolled in any IleadhStart program: In Replication. 1. 2

the number of children who had had Head Start eiperience wai_too-small
to warrant any conclusions.

An evaluation of pre-kindergarten programs for educationally dis-
advantaged children over a two-year period has been reporte bystaff
of the New York State Education tepartmentH(Di Lorenzo & Salter, 1967).
Eight districts were involved. In general, beneficial. effects were
found on intelligence and language-measures, and the'more''effective pre-
kindergarten programs were.those with,specific,structured.cognitive
actiVities. ,White experimental children fflaintained:an.advantage through
kindergarten but did .not_increaselnonWhite experithentaldiildrendid
not maintain their adVantage.over their.controle. .Iiwas concluded -.that

modiOcationa in kindergartenand the earlYgrades:willprobalilybe
necessaryltpre-kindergarten is to have laiting
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An earlier study investigated the long-range effects of ,a first-
grade readiness program -(Bradiey, 1956) with disadvantaged children. in
Philadelphia. In the eXperimental group' systematic instruction.in
reading was delayed until the child was considered ready. The first
group began reading instruction after five months of readiness work;
the second group, after eight months; the third group, after ten
months. The control group started with reading instruction in the
first month of the first grade. Early in the second grade the control

.

group was well ahead. But by the end of the second grade the experi-
mental group equalled the mean scores of the control group, and by the
end of the third grade the differences, although not statistically
significant, tended to favor the experimental group.

Two of the 27 cooperative research studies in first-grade read-
ing.supported by V.S.O.E. during 1964-65 dealt specifically with the
effects of reading readiness programs. One of them, conducted in
Texas (Horn, 1966) dealt. with children of Spanish-speaking background
and therefore is not directly relevant to the present study. A
Florida study (Spache, 1966) investigated the effects of reading
readiness programs in eight Florida counties, in parallel white and
Negro schools. Readiness tests were administered four times during
the year and reading achievement tests were given in May. Pupils in
the top quarter of the experimental groups were inducted into reading
in September. The second quarter started reading in NoveMber,.the
third quarter in January, and the bottom quarter in March. The con-
trol grOu0s were, started in reading in September regardless of readi-
ness Scores; Specific materials to develop visual and auditory per-
ception were used in the readiness groups, and teachers were given
recommendations about the readiness needs of individual children as
revealed in he test scorest.'"The program seemed to have an insig-
nificant effect upon those pupils who were mature enough to read early
in the school year, who hence participated in it only to a limited ex-
tent. The effectiveness of the program appeared to increase as the
ability levels of the pupils decreased. . . For the Negro sample, the
experimental treatment was significant for criterion achievement for
the two lower quartiles only, but the nonsignificant differences
favored the experimental treatment at all levels of ability. . . The
Negro experimentals exceeded the white experimentals in reading,
achievement by a significant amount at the next to lowest quartile
and by nonsignificant amounts at all other levels." The.implication
is that intensified and extended readiness programs deserve further.
tryout, particularly Ior the lower half of Negro pupils.

2. Beginning 'Reading Instruction for the Disadvantaged

The beneficial effects 'of improved first-grade conditions other
than teaching method have been reported in a study from Philadelphia
(Johnson .& kress, 1965). An Educational Improvement Program was con-
centrated in the first-grade classes of 61 elementary schools with
low mean scores on standardized achievement and intelligence tests.

112..M
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Class size was reduced, part-time classes were eliminated, experi-
enced teachers were drawn from other grades when no experienced
first-grade teachers were available, funds for materials were in-

creased, and special consultants were provided. The reading scores
at the end of 1963-64, the first year of the program's operation,
showed substantial gains over scores obtained in the same schools

in 1962-63.

The More Effective School Program in New York City has received

much publicity. Starting in September, 1964,with ten elementary
schools, the program has involved small classes, extra teaching per-
sonnel (four teachers for three classes), and many supportive staff
such as remedial teachers and counselors. in 1966 average class size
was 20.1, compared to 28.5 in control schools. Approximately three
quarters of the pupils are Negro or Puerto Rican. For the ten origi-

nal MES schools the unit cost per pupil for instruction was $898.63
in 1966-67, compared to $485.68 in control schools (Fox, 1967).

An evaluation performed under the auspices of the Center for
Urban Education came to the conclusion chat community relationships,
school climate, and staff attitudes were good; but that "the MES pro-

gram has made no significant difference in the functioning of chil-
dren, whether this was measured by observers rating what children did

in class, and how they do it, or whether it was measured by children's

ability in inattmatics or reading on standardized tests." (Fox, 1967,

p. 121) One must conclude that small classes,extra teachers, and

other expensive innovations do not necessarily improve classroom
learning; they make improvements possible, but changed classroom pro-
cedures that take advantage of the smaller teacher-pupil ratio are

needed.

In contrast to the emphasis in the above studies on such factors

as lower class size, full school days, and experienced teachers,

CRAFT 1 attempted to study the specific effects of differing methods

of instruction under conditions typical for first grades in the schools

in which the'projecf. nerated. It did provide consultation for the

teachers and some a,- Alication of materials. But class size was not

diminished, teachers were not selected for excellence or experience,

and in three overcrowded schools the CRAFT 1 classes had shorter,

split-session schedules along with the other first-grade rooms.

Within the 27 cooperative first-grade studies there were two

besides CRAFT that used populations of disadvantaged children and

studied the effects of teaching method.

In the City College project (Chall & Feldman, 1966) intensive and

prolonged observations were made in first-grade classrooms, but no

control was attempted-over teaching methods or procedures. "There was

some evidence that teacher coppetence, a thinking approach to learning,
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a sound-symbol emphasis in reading, and using appropriate level of
lessons were positively related to reading achievement for this par-
ticular sample of children and teachers A discrepancy was
found between what teachers said they do in first-grade reading and
what they were observed to do in their classrooms." Since all of
the teachers in the study used an eclectic basal reader approach,
the variations studied by Chall and Feldman would seem to correspond
to the variations within the Basal Reader Method in CRAFT.

In Colorado a study was conducted (McCanne, 1966) in which
Spanish-speaking children were taught by three methods: (1) a con-
ventional English readiness and basal reader method; (2) a. modified
"Teaching English as a Second Language" method; and (3) a language -
experience method. Thus, two of McCanne's methods corresponded. to
methods used in CRAFT. The teachers were all experienced and rated
as excellent. The main conclusion was that the basal reader method
was ahead on most of the tests given near the end of the first grade.
McCanne speculated that "certain culturally determined thinking and
behavior patterns, such as an unwillingness to initiate original ex-
pression in a formal school setting, may have been partly responsible
for the superiority of the basal reader method in developing reading
skills."

Summaries of the 27 studies were published in the May and
October, 1966, issues of The Reading Teacher and have been reprinted
as a paperback (Stauffer, 1967). A lengthy and detailed analysis of
the cooperative studies has been published by the Coordinating Center
at the University of Minnesota (Bond and Dykstra, 1967). In the chap-
ter entitled, "Analysis of Instructional Methods," one finds that only
15 of the 27 projects were included because they utilized a sample
which was considered to be representative of the total population and
an experimental program which was also used in another investigation."
(Bond & Dykstra, 1967, p. 63). Thus CRAFT 1 and the McCanne project
were not among the 15 because they used untypical populations.

The Bond and Dykstra report does, however, contain descriptive
statistics on all of the 27 projects, including CRAFT, in Appendix A.
So far as the results of their analysis of CRAFT 1 data are concerned,
it needs to be mentioned that their tabular presentation of Stanford
results on page A-23 unfortunately interchanged the results for the
Basal Reader and Phonovisual methods, and that the means presented in
that Appendix are uncorrected means based on individual pupils, where-
as in the CRAFT 1 report major emphasis was given to classroom means
as units corrected by covariance.

In both the McCanne and CRAFT 1 projects the basal reader results
were somewhat better than the language-experience results. In the
four projects with predominantly middle-class children, "Relatively
few significant differences were found between the Language-Experience
and Basal approaches Little was found in this analyses to sup-
port a claim of superiority by either the Language Experience or Basal
Method" (Bond & Dykstra, 1967, p. 108).
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A similar disparity occurred in the comparison of basal reader
results with basal program plus a supplementary phonics program.
The Coordinating Center combined the results of four projects and
concluded: "In general, basal programs accompanied by supplementary
phonics materials led to significantly greater achievement in reading
than did basal materials alone" (Bond & Dykstra, 1967, p. 94). In

the CRAFT 1 results only two of the differences between the BR Method
and the PV Method (basal plus phonics) were statistically significant,
and those (Stanford Paragraph Meaning, and San Diego Pupil Attitude
Inventory)both favored BR.

Thus in the first-grade comparisons the McCanne and CRAFT 1 pro-
jects found the basal reader method somewhat ahead of the language
experience method with two disadvantaged but otherwise quite different
populations, while with more representative populations the two methods
were about equal. In CRAFT the basal reader method showed a slight
advantage over basal reader plus phonics, while in the more represen-
tative populations supplementary phonics came out with some advantage.

These results indicate that the instructional procedures most
effective with disadvantaged children are not necessarily the ones
most effective with the majority of first-grade children. They sup-
port the desirability of research to find instructional methods that
may be suited to a particular .disadvantaged group.

A detailed analysis of instructional time as a factor influencing
first-grade reading has been made, using the results of the CRAFT Pro-
ject (Harris & Serwer, 1966,c). The results of that study have been
summarized in Chapter I above. The authors pointed out that in com-
parative studies of methods in which time is not effectively controlled
and recorded, instructional time may be a major uncontrolled variable
and the validity ,of inferences drawn about relationships between meth-
ods and results may be somewhat ambiguous.

An important comparative study of reading methodology with dis-
advantaged urban children is one in which the Initial Teaching Alpha-
bet (i/t/a) and the Peabody Language Development Kit (PLDK) were used
is 32 first-grade classrooms in Nashville (Dunn & Mueller, 1966).
Most of the children were Negro, since six of eight experimental
schools and three of five control schools were segregated Negro
schools, and the other schools were integrated. The findings indicated
that i/t/a produced significantly better reading achievement than the
basal readers used in control classes, and PLDK-had a favor_ able effect
on IQ and oral language but not on reading.

Unforturrtely the study design was such as to enhance the moti-
vation of the experimental teachers, while "In contrast, the control
teachers were not stimulated or supported in any way by the project"
(Dunn & Mueller, 1966, p. 12). This inequality of Hawthorne Effect
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was recognized and reported by the authors, and a replication was.

planned for 1965-66 to control more completely for Hawthorne Effect.

Another source of ambiguity in the interpretation of results is the

absence of any information, in the report, concerning control of

instructional time or teacher variability.

In the Dunn & Mueller report no mention is made of any readi-

ness period preceding reading instruction, so presumably reading

instruction began at the beginning of the school year in the experi-

mental classes. If there was a readiness period in the control

classes (no information is given about the instructional program in

control classes other than the name of the series used) this might

be another uncontrolled variable in the study.

Despite these problems of research design, the Nashville pro-

ject is of great importance in-demonstrating that groups of disad-

vantaged first-grade children with mean IQ's in the 80's can,'under

favorable instructional circumstances, attain mean reading scores at

or above the national norm. Even the control classes in the study

had a mean reading grade score of 1.81, just about at the norm.

The Dunn & Mueller project also points out an alternative to

the long readiness period reported favorably in the Bradley and

Spache studies. The PLDK program may be regarded as a kind of readi-

ness program, and produced favorable results when given in parallel

with reading instruction rather than prior to it.

A second study was carried out by the Nashville group (Dunn

et al, 1967). Three experimental reading methods were used: (1)

i/t/a; (2) Words in Color; and (3) basal reader (Houghton Mifflin)

plus phonics program (Hay-Wingo). Each method was planned for use

(1) by itself; (2) with one year of PLDK; and (3) with two years of

PLDK; making nine experimental groups. In addition, there was a con-,

trol group with no experimental procedures nor objectives.

The control group did as well in reading as the experimental

groups combined; within the experimental groups the basal reader plus

phonics group did slightly better (at the .10 level) than i/t/a or

Words in Color, girls did better than boys, and those without PLDK did

better than those with PLDK. The mean grade scores for the entire

population were: Word Knowledge, 1.6; Word Discrimination, 1.6;

Reading, 1.5. These results were by no means outstanding and fell far

short of the means-of 2.0 in Word Knowledge, 2.3 in Word Discrimina-

tion, and 2.0 in Reading reported in the earlier study (Dunn & Mueller,

1966). This second study is to be carried through the third. grade and

only first-grade results are available at present. However, it is evi-

dent that none of the experimental reading methods in the study pro-

duced significantly better results than those of the control group

using conventional basal readers.
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3. Cooperative Studies in the Second Grade

Thirteen of the 27 projects in the U.S.O.E. cooperative first -
grade studies of 1964-65 were funded for a second year, and two other
projects continued on their own, making a total of 15. Of these,

only ten were included in the analysis made by the Coordinating Center
at the University of Minnesota. "These particular ten projects were
included because they utilized a sample which was considered to be
representative of the total population and an experimental program
which also was used in another investigation. Th- establishment of
these two criteria eliminated atypical populations such as those com-
prised of potential disabled readers or Spanish-speaking youngsters
as well as projects which included a treatment or program not repli-

cated in another project." (Dykstra, 1967, p. 40) The CRAFT Project

was one of the five not included in the Dykstra report. The conclu-
sions arrived at in that report are not based in any way on CRAFT
results and do not necessarily apply to the CRAFT population nor to
similar populations.
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CHAPTER III

SECOND GRADE CONTINUATION PROCEDURES

1. The Schools

The 12 schools in CRAFT 1 were selected on the basis of the fol-
lowing criteria: (1) designation as a Special Service schuvl; (2)

minimally 85 per cent non-white population in first grade; (3) a mini-
mum of five and maximum of nine first-grade classes; (4) assurance of
full cooperation from the district superintendent and school princi-
pal; (5) willingness of four first-grade teachers to take part in the
study; and (6) location of the school within the area covered by one
of the four reading consultants involved in the study. Of the 12
schools, two were located in the Harlem section of Manhattan, six
in the Bedford Stuyvesant section of Brooklyn, and four in the South
Jamaica section of Queens.

On the third-grade city-wide reading test given in the spring of
1963, the median scores for these schools in Reading Comprehension
ranged from 2.6 to 3.4. Median income in their census tracts ranged
from $1,980 to $7,035 per family, with the income for the median
sciwol at approximately $3,800. Median education for adults in the
school neighborhoods ranged from 8.6 to 11.5 years, with a median at
9.0 years.

Three of the schools received unexpectedly large first-grade
populations in September 1964, and had to place their first-grade
classes on a four-hour (8 A.M. to 12 Noon) session, so as to accom-
modate another group of classes in the afternoon. The first-grade
statistical analysis had shown the pupils in these schools to be at
a disadvantage as compared with pupils in the nine full-session
schools, and the final comparisons were therefore made on full-
session classes only.

Eleven of the original 12 schools continued in the CRAFT study
through CRAFT 2. All of these 11 schools were able to provide full
session schedules in the second grade. The one school that dropped
out was one of the three that had been on a split-session, four-hour
schedule in the first grade. The principal reported that he was
unable to enlist second-grade teachers for the study. The distribu-
tion of the four teaching methods among the 11 remaining schools is
shown in Table 3.1. Seven if the schools had four second-grade classes,
two had three classes, and two schools had two classes each. There
were 20 Skills-Centered classes and 18 Language-Experience classes,
continuing the first-grade teaching methods as follow: 10 BR; 10 PV;
9 LE; and 9 LE-AV. The total number of second-grade classes was 38,
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as compared to 48 in the first grade.* The perfect symmetry of the
first-grade design was somewhat disrupted, but the methods continued
to *le applied in schools to which they had originally been assigned
on a chance basis. It was hoped that any differences among schools
would be cancelled out by the facts that each teaching method con-
tinued to operate in several schools, and each of the 11 schools had
at least one SC class and at least one LE class.

2. The Pupils

In CRAFT 1 the number of pupils completing the pretests was
1,378 and the number also completing the posttests was 1,141, a loss
of 17.2 per cent. Further shrinkage of the experimental population
by pupils transferring out of CRAFT schools took place during the
remaining weeks of the first grade, over the summer, and during the
second grade. By the beginning of the second grade the experimental
population was about 900. The number of original CRAFT pupils who
remained in their classes until the completion of the CRAFT 2 post-
tests was 656, only 57.5 per cent of the final CRAFT 1 population,
and only 47.6 per cent of the population that took the first-grade
pretests. However, a significant part of this loss was due to the
loss of one school. In the remaining 11 schools, 63.1 per cent of
the final CRAFT 1 population remained through the CRAFT 2 posttests.
The total losses by school and borough is shown in Table 3.2. The
losses from CRAFT 1 posttests to CRAFT 2 posttests are shown in
Table 3.3.

As children left the CRAFT classes they were replaced by new
entrants. By the completion of the CRAFT 2 posttests fewer than two-
thirds (61 per cent) of the pupils in the CRAFT 2 classes were "CRAFT
children" (children who had taken the first-grade pretests and post-
tests). In Table 3.4 one can see that the per cent of CRAFT children
was highest (70.8 per cent) for PV, and was considerably above the BR,

LE, and LE-AV methods. The high percentage remaining in PIT gave the
SC Approach a higher percentage (64.5) than the LE Approach (57.1).

Com arison of CRAFT 2 with CRAFT 1 Population

Since 37 per cent of the CRAFT 1 children had left their schools
before the CRAFT 2 final testing, it is important to compare the

*At the beginning of the year there had been 40 experimental
second-grade classes. However, two teachers who took leaves eatly in
the year could not be replaced except by temporary substitutes and
their classes had to be dropped from the project, leaving 38 classes.
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remaining 656* with the original 1,141 to see whether or not the

remaining group is a reasonable sample of the original group. The

data bearing on this question are shown in Table 3.5, for the CRAFT 1

pretests and posttests.

Comparisons were made for the four readiness tests on which

scores were available for all classes. On three of the four pretests

the differences slightly favored the CRAFT 2 population but were not

statistically significant. On the fourth (Murphy- 1)urrell Learning

Rate) there was a significant difference favoring the CRAFT 1 popula-

tion.

On the posttests there were small differences in favor of the

CRAFT 2 population on all five Stanford subtests, but only one dif-

ference (Word Study Skills) was statistically significant.

Out of nine comparisons, then, only two differences were statis-

tically significant, and of these one favored the CRAFT 1 population,

while the other favored the CRAFT 2 population. Both on pretests and

on first-grade posttests, most of the differences were within the

range of chance variation.

It seems safe to conclude, therefore, that the 656 CRAFT 2 chil-

dren were a representative sample of the CRAFT 1 population. What-

ever the reasons were for some children remaining and others leaving,
the second-grade population does not seem to have been biased toward

either more capable or .less capable readers. Like the first-grade

population, the second graders tended to cluster between the 20th

and 25th percentiles on the national norms of the readiness pretests,

and their mean achievement was at grade 1:5 on the Stanford Primary I

Battery; at a time when average achievement would be 1.8.

CRAFT and Non-CRAFT Children

As CRAFT pupils left their classes during the first and second

grades they were usually replaced by new entrants, children recently

arrived in the neighborhood. The second-grade classes tended ,to be

slightly smaller than the first-grade classes had been; the mean num-

ber per class who took the CRAFT 1 pretests was 28.7, while the mean

number per class who took the CRAFT 2 posttests was 25.7.

Data on class size for the two approaches and four methods are

shown in Table 3.6. Most classes had between 20 and 30 children;

there were two classes with fewer than 20, and three classes with

more than 30 pupils. The mean size was lowest for LE, mainly because

one class had only eight children present on the day the city-wide

reading test was given. The SC classes averaged 2.3 children more

per class than the LE classes. Of the 1,006 children who took the

*The number varied slightly as some children had been present

for one test but absent for another.
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CRAFT 2 posttests, 656 were CRAFT children. The remaining 350 were

"non- CRAFT "; they had entered experimental classes at varying times,

but always after the CRAFT 1 pretests had been given. These non-

CRAFT children were given the Metropolitan posttests, but were not

included in the major statistical analyses.

Data on the distribution of CRAFT and non-CRAFT children who

took the CRAFT 2 posttests are given in Table 3.7. Some classes

(particularly those formed by consolidating the CRAFT children from

two first-grade classes into one second-grade class) had very few

non-CRAFT children; others had a majority of non-CRAFT children. The

mean number of non-CRAFT children per class was highest (10.4) in the

BR Method; lowest (7.9) in the PV Method.

The number of CRAFT 2 classes in which the non-CRAFT children

outnumbered the CRAFT children was five, distributed as follows: 1 BR,

0 PV, 1 LE, and 3 LE-AV. The CRAFT children were outnumbered, then,

in only 1 of 20 SC classes, but in 4 of 18 LE classes.'

Distribution of Boys and Girls

The number of CRAFT 2 boys and girls was nearly equal, whether

the comparison is for the total population, for the two approaches,

or for each of the four methods. The results are shown in Table 3.8.

The classes had been assigned equal numbers of boys and girls at the

beginning, and apparently both sexes had approximately equal numbers

of transfers. Of the 656 CRAY' 2 children, 331 were boys and 325 were

girls. The only method which had a slightly higher number of girls

was BR, and like the other comparisons in Table 3.8, the difference

was not significant.

3. The Teachers

Selection of Teachers

In CRAFT 1, teacher selection was based. in part on willingness

to accept either of the methods assigned to her school. In the spring

of 1965 some of the principals indicated that if they adhered strictly

to this policy, they would not be able to recruit a sufficient nUmber

of CRAFT 2 teachers. The project's statistical consultants were asked

to advise on this matter, and they decided that it would be better to

allow some leeway for teacher preferences than to lose classes. Ac-

cordingly, principals were advised to assign teachers to the variables

in a chance fashion, but to allow a teacher to choose one of the two

methods in that school if she insisted that she would not enter the

project otherwise, and if no other qualified teacher was available.

In some schools, teacher preference influenced the second-grade.assign-

ments to methods; in others it did not.
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As in CRAFT 1, principals were asked to try to select teachers
who were regularly licensed and who were unlikely to leave the class
before the May testing would be completed. They were requested to
encourage teachers to participate, but not to use pressure. A repre-
sentative group of teachers, rather than a superior group of expert
teachers, was desired.

In the 11 participating schools, 38 teachers were assigned to
the four methods. These teachers varied greatly in age and teaching
experience.

Data on age of teachers are shown in Table 3.9. The range in
age for the whole group was 21 to 60, and was almost as large in
each of the four methods. The two approaches were quite close in
both mean age and median age. However, the means for the four meth-
ods range from 31.6 to 42.6, and the medians range from 27.0 to 50.5.
The BR teachers were the oldest group, followed by LE, PV, and LE-AV.

Educational levels of participating teachers are shown in
Table 3.10. The two approaches are seen to be quite evenly balanced,
and the differences among the four methods are small. Ail the
tGanhers had bachelor's degrees, and a majority had taken some grad-
uate work. Seven had master's degrees, and three of these had com-
pleted some work beyond the master's degree.

In total year.) of teaching experience the two approaches were
quite comparable; the SC Approach teachers had the higher mean,
while in the LE Approach teachers had the higher median. These data
are summarized in. Table 3.11. However, there were teachers with no
prior teaching experience in the BR and L2 -AV Methods, and the LE AV
teachers, whose median was only two years of total teaching experi-
ence, definitely were the least experienced. The greatest variabil-
ity in years of experience was in the BR method.

Specific second-grade teaching experience is shown in Table
3.12. It can be.seen that the teachers as a total group had rela-
tively little prior experience in teaching second-grade classes,
with the means and medians for the four methods all failing between
1.0 and 3.33 years. All four methods had some teachers with no pre-
vious second-grade experience. Again the LE-AV teachers were least
experienced, with a median of only one year in the second grade. The
LE teachers were most experienced, followed in order by the PV teach-
ers and BR teachers.

4. The Program for the Year

Before the school year started there were two Wirkshop sessions,
a short one on June 15, 1965 and an all-day session on September 9,
1965, at which all CRAFT 2 teachers were given an overview of the
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project and separate meetings were held for the four instructional

methods. The workshop continued through the experimental period;

details will be found in Chapter IV.

The teachers were requested to begin reading instruction on the

first day of school (September 13, 1965) and to introduce the special

features of their methods as soon as possible. Instruction was to

continue for 140 instructional days, after which the posttests would

be administered. The posttests were scheduled during the third week

of April, 1966 which happened to fall shortly after the Spring vaca-

tion.

During the year the planning committee met regularly, usually

for a three-hour session once a month. This committee included the

director and assistant director, the four reading consultants, the

early childhood consultant, and the audio-visual consultant (when

availab1.2). At these meetings plans were made for coping with spe-

cial situations that arose from time to time, workshop and supervisory

activities were planned and revised, new materials were reviewed and

tecommended for purchase, and plans for the testing program were made.

The details about the teaching methods and the training and

supervisory procedurei will be found in Chapter IV. Details about

the evaluation program and experimental precautions and controls will

be found below.

5. Measurement and Evaluation Procedures

During CRAFT 1 the tests used were those agreed to by the coop-

erating project directors and set forth in directives from 'the Coor-

dinating Center at the University of Minnesota. By the fall of the

second grade it was evident that there were good reasons why CRAFT 2

should deviate in certain respects from the testing program set for

the continuing second-grade projects. The reasons follow:

1. The Stanford Primary I. Battery had shown itself to be very

difficult and frustrating for the CRAFT 1 pupils, and it was

feared that the Stanford Primary II would be equally dis-

heartening for them.

2. Me CRAFT 2 population was sufficiently different from the popu-

lations of the.other continuing studies that. few meaningful com-

parisons, if any, would be possible even if.the same tests were

used.

3. It was known that the New York City public schools were planning

to give a special machine-scored edition of the Metropolitan

Primary II Reading Test to all second-grade classes. This test,
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the Metropolitan Advanced Primary, Form C, consisted of the
Word Knowledge and Reading subtests of the Metropolitan Primhry

II. It has special New York City norms, which for the most
part are one month more lenient than the national norms.

4. Using the city-wide test would elm down the amount of addi-
tional testing necessary.

At a meeting of project directors in Minneapolis in December 1966,

these reasons were presented and permission was received to use the

Metropolitan instead of the Stanford tests.

The Tests Used

1. As explained above, the two subtests of the Metropolitan Ad-
vanced Primary, Form C, were administered with separate answer
sheets in all CRAFT 2 classes on the city -wide date. The tests

were administered by the school's Corrective Reading Teacher
with the classroom teacher assisting; in the rest of the city

these tests were'administered by each second-grade teacher to
her own pupils. The answer sheets were sent to Harcourt, Brace

and World Co. for machine scoring. An extra fee was paid in
order to obtain raw scores for each pupil.

2. Copies of the Metropolitan Primary II Battery hand-scored edi-
tion were obtained and the three remaining subtests (Word Dis-

crimination, Spelling, and Arithmetic) were administered in
the same week by the Corrective Reading Teacher with the class-

room teacher assisting. These booklets were collected and

scored by the project's research staff.

The Word Knowledge subtest evaluates the pupil's vocabulary

words and consists of two parts; one presents a stimulus pic-

ture and four words, one of which corresponds to the accom-

panying picture;the other evaluates the student's ability to

select a synonym for a stimulus word presented in an incomplete

sentence, with four choices. The Word Discrimination test
examines the ability of the testee to correctly identify one

of four words read orally by the test administrator. All four

choices presented to the student are similar in configuration.

The Reading subtest is divided into two parts, one dealing with

sentence reading and the other with story reading, both of

which are designed to measure elements of comprehension. The

Spelling subtest is conventional to the extent that the chil-

dren write words which the examiner dictates from a spelling

list. The Arithmetic subtest includes items related to con-

cepts, problem solving, and computation.
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3. The San Diego Inventory of Pupil Attitude was administered
as a group test by the Corrective Reading Teacher. After she
read each item to them, pubils responded by marking "Yes" or
a "No."

4. A group of individual tests was administered to a random sam-
ple of four children per class by the reading consultant for
that school. These tests were:

a. The Gilmore Oral Reading Test, Form B. This test was
scored for Accuracy (expressed as a grade score) and Rate
(in terms of words per minute). Scoring was done by the
research staff. Two comprehension questions were asked
after each selection, but comprehension was not scored.
All timing was done with a stop-watch.

b. The Gaes Word Pronunciation Test. The 40-word list was
administered as an untimed test and scored for' number
right, following directions distributed by the Coordi--

nating Center. Grade norms were obtained from the Manual
for the Gates Reading Diagnosis Tests, 1945 Edition.

c. The Fry List of Phonetically Regular Words was adminis-
tered and scored following directions distributed by the
Coordinating Center.

5. Writing Samples were obtained using the procedure agreed on by
the project directors and distributed by the Coordinating Cen-
ter. An incomplete story prepared by Dr. A. J. Mazurkiewicz
was read by the teacher to the class, and the children were

asked to write their own endings to the story. This was ad-

ministered in each class by the classroom teacher. It was

scored only for the sample of four children per class who were

given the individual tests described above. The Writing Sam-
ples were scored,according to directions received from the

Coordifiating Center, for (1) Mechanics; (2) Number of words
spelled correctly; and (3) Number of running words.

6. During one calendar month (February 15 to March 14) each

teacher was asked to keep a record of the books read inde-

pendently by each child. There were 19 school days during this

period. Each book read was recorded on a special form, fol-

lowing directions from the Coordinating Center. The reports

were totaled for each child and class by the research staff.

Separate counts were made for:

a. Books read completely
b. Books read partially
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7. A Second-Grade Reading Interest Scale distributed by the Coor-
dinating Center was filled out by each teacher (See Appendix).
On this form each child was rated for:

a. Eagerness to read
b. Maturity cf reading choices

8. The Daily Log Form. To check on actual use of instructional
time, a Daily Log fo_m Teachers were asked to fill
this out for five consecutive teaching days (usually the third
week) in each of five months. Most of the teachers supplied
the full 25 Logs requested. The mean time per day was ob-
tained for each teacher. The form used in CRAFT 2 was adapted
so that it could be read by an IBM 1230 Optical Scanner. The
1230 punched the data into cards, which could then go to the
computer. A copy of the Log form will be found in the Appen-
dix.

The Log resulted in the following scores:

Total Instructional Time
Total Reading Time
Total Supportive Time
Six Reading. activities:
basal reader activity, experience chart, sight
word drill, phonic activity, individualized reading,
other reading activities (specify)

Eleven supportive activities:
listening to stories, listening to poetry, discussion,
writing, dramatization, art work with reading, audio-
visual activity, audio-visual with discussion, other
language arts (specify), social studies and science.

The CRAFT 2 teachers were informed at the beginning of the year
that variations in Instructienaltime had bee:a found to be
important in the CRAFT 1 results, and repeated emphasis was
given to the importance of staying close to the recommended
time allotment and keeping accurage Logs.

9. CRAFT 2 teachers filled out the San Diego Teacher Inventory of
Approaches to the Teaching of. Reading test twice, once at the
beginning of the academic year and again at the end of the
year. These are referred to as the pretests and posttests.
There are three scales in the test, Basic, Individualized and
Language Experience. Teachers taking the test react to state-
ments concerned with the philosophy exemplified in the various
components of reading instruction associated with each of the
three scales. Each scale is based on specific items. A high
score on the Basic Scale corresponds to agreement with the
BR Method, and high scores on the agreement with Individu-
alized or Language Experience Scales relate to an acceptance
of the principles associated with those programs. Thus, the
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ban Diego Inventory includes scales providing for a measure
of a teacher's attitude toward the major approaches in this
study, although it precludes an estimate of the teacher's
opinions relating to the PV and LE-AV Methods. In inter-
preting the results of the SD Inventory, scores falling with-
in a range of 11-22 indicate disagreement with the factors
measured by the scale, 22-33, a tendency to disagree, 33-44,
a tendency to agree, and 44-55, agreement.

10. The OSCAR R. The Observational Schedule and Record-Reading
(OSCAR R) was developed by Dr. Donald M. Medley with the
assistance of Lou Hicks Smith, specifically for use in the
CRAFT Project. The purposes for which it was designed were:
(1) to provide an objective record of differences in methods
and materials among the instructional methods; (2) to yield
information about similarities and differences in the behav-
iors of teachers assigned to the same method; and (3) to make
it possible to find out if these differences area related to
pupil achievement in reading.

The schedule has two parts, "Static" and "Dynamic." The
"Static" part is a record of the materials and teaching meth-
ods used by the teachers. The "Dynamic" part is a record of
the pattern of teacher statements and of the verbal inter-
changes between teacher and pupils. The categories and pro-
cedures were designed to involve only simple, non-evaluative
discriminations which could he made by relatively unsophisti-
cated observers after a brief period of training.

Each observation consisted of three ten-minute periods. During
the first three minutes of each period the observer noted the
materials used (basal, pupil produced, teacher produced; chart,
chalkboard, writing materials, A-V equipment, etc; whether the
teacher was working with an individual pupil, a group, or
entire class; and what kind of activity she was leading).
These items were tallied on the "Static" side of the record
card. During the next seven minutes the observer tallied, on
the "Dynamic" side, the kinds of teacher statements and teacher
responses to pupil statements. A copy of the Instructions for
Recording Behavior with OSCAR R and the record card used may
be found in the Appendix.

Thirteen scoring scales were developed for OSCAR R. Eight of
these were based on the "Static" side and were intended to
check on the existence of real differences among the teaching
methods. The first six of these were labeled "empirical" be-
cause they were derived from a fourth ten-minute observation
and were based on the observed lessons for the four methods.
The first of these empirical scales gave weight to activities
stressed more by LE teachers; the second, to activities
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stressed by SC teachers. The third and fourth scale:3
applied only to LE teachers and highlighted the special
features of the LE-AV Method as distinguished-from the regu-
lar LE Method. The fifth and sixth scales were usad only
within the SC Approach to distinguish between the BR Method
and the PV Method. There were also two "A Priori" scales
that were developed by the project director based on his
knowledge of ghat the teachers in the two approaches were
supposed to do; one for LE procedures, the other for SC pro-
cedures. These two scales were, then, a check on the valid-
ity of the Empirical LE and SC scales.

Five scales were based on the "Dynamic" side of OSCAR R. The
first, "Control," was based on the total number of times the
teacher made statements to control pupil behavior. The
second, "Positive Motivation," was based on the number of
teacher statements intended to praise, increase motivation,
reduce tension, or make the child feel better. The third,
"Negative Motivation," was based on the number of teacher
statements ilvolving correction or criticism of pupil behav-
ior, or in other words which tended to make the pupil feel
bad. The fourth, "Total Interchanges," was based on the num-
ber of pupil statements to which the teacher made a verbal
response. The fifth, "Per Cent of Meaningful Interchanges,"
differentiated between interchanges concerned with meaning
and interchanges in which drill or memorization was involved.

These thirteen scales did not exhaust the possibilities of
OSCAR R, and there are sections of the record on which addi-
tional scales could be based. They are, however, the only
OSCAR R scales developed and used in the Craft Project.

Statistical Treatment

The statistical operations were designed to be carried out on
a relatively small computer, since the IBM 7094 used in CRAFT 1 was
no longer available. The major part of the analysis was done on an
IBM 1620. Many of the smaller analyses were computed on an Olivetti
Programme 101, which proved to be very useful for analyses of vari-
ance, for tests of significance, and for correlations based on small
numbers of cases.

In general the statistical treatment was similar in its objec-
tives to that used for the first grade, but differed in many details.
The method for correcting for differences in initial ability, and
the method for separating second-grade results from first-grade re-
sults, were adapted from Efroymson (1960).

36



The sequence of steps was as follows:

1. During the summer of 1966 the coding of CRAFT 2 data was
completed and data cards were punched.

2. During the fall many weeks vere spent in checking and cor-
recting the data cards. A tumber of errors were discovered
and corrected, some in the coding, others in the punching.

3. Means and standard deviations were obtained for the two
approaches and four methods, for boys versus girls, for
CRAFT and non-CRAFT children, etc.

4. Class means on the CRAFT 2 Metropolitan subtests were ad-
justed to eliminate the influence of differences in the
readiness of these children at the beginning of the first

grade. This involved a sequence of steps:

a. A correlation matrix of 15 variables was computed.

These included:

1 - 4 The four readiness tests given in October, 1964,
and used as pretests in the CRAFT 1 analysis
(Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate, Metropolitan
Readiness Word Meaning and Listening, Thurstone
Pattern Copying).

5 Number of half-days of kindergarten.

6 -10 The five subtests of the Stanford Primary I,
given as CRAFT 1 posttests in May, 1965.

11 -15 The five subtests of the Metropolitan Primary II,

Form C, given as CRAFT 2 posttests in April, 1966.

b. From an inspection of these intercorrelations (see

Table 5.5) it was decided to use variables 1 - 4 as

predictors in multiple correlation equations, with vari-

ables 11 - 14 as the Y variables, in four separate equa-

tions.

c. Using these equations, a predicted score was obtained for

each child on each of the Metropolitan II subtests.

d. A mean predicted score was obtained for each class. This

was subtracted from the obtained mean. The difference

was then applied to the obtained mean to provide an ad-

justed class mean. Thus, if the obtained class mean was

22.0 and the predicted class mean was 20.0, the differ-

ence was +2.0 and the adjusted class mean was 24.0. This

procedure was followed for each of the Metropolitan II

subtests. It was the equivalent of a multiple covariance

procedure.
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5. An analysis of variance was carried out for the three
reading subtests and the spelling subtest of the Metro-
politan using the adjusted class means. In the analysis

the two schools that had been on four-hour schedules in
the first grade were "nested" to eliminate any possible
influence of this factor on the analysis.

6. A similar procedure was followed for obtaining adjusted
class means on the individual tests given to a small sam-
ple of four children per class, and these were also used
in analyses of variance.

7. The five Stanford Primary I scores (the CRAFT 1 posttests)
were then used as the pretests in a multiple correlation
procedure as described above, to obtain Metropolitan class
means adjusted on the basis of CRAFT 1 posttests. This
made it possible to eliminate the influence of differences
in first-grade reading achievement. It allowed a clearer
picture of the results of the instruction in the second
grade.

8. The adjusted means obtained in step 7 were used in analyses
of variance, similar to step 5.

9. A list of variables that might possibly have influenced the
results was drawn up. These included items like teacher age,
education, experience, and attendance; neighborhood factors;
pupil preschool experience and attendance; the. CRAFT 1 test
results; the 20 scores based on Teacher Loge; and the 13
scores from the OSCAR R observations. These, plus the second -

grade posttests, added up to 73 variables. An intercorrela-
tion matrix was computed for this matrix.

10. This matrix was inspected for significant correlations with
CRAFT 2 outcome measures, and each of the variables identi-
fied in this way was given special study.

The statistical outline given above will be followed in presenting
the results of the CRAFT 2 analysis in Chapter V.

The Class or the Pupil as the Statistical Unit

There is a difference in practice concerning the proper unit
to use when checking observed differences between treatments for
statistical significance. In many research studies on primary reading,
the individual pupil has been used as the statistical unit. In other
researches the mean for each class is the chosen unit. Whether one
uses the individual pupil or the class mean makes a great deal of dif-
ference. For example, 10 class means provide nine degrees of freedom,
while 200 children in those classes provide 199 degrees of freedom.
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Thus the same difference may look highly significant when based on
individual pupil scores, but fail to show significance when based on
class means.

The statistical consultants for the CRAFT Project strongly
recommended that class means, rather than pupil scores, should be
used in testing for significant differences. This practice, recom-
mended by Campbell and Stanley (1963, p. 192), has been very clearly
explained by Glass and Robbins (1967, p. 11):

...when a treatment is applied to a group of subjects
instead of to each subject individually and independently,
an appropriate analysis of the experiment uses the means
of the groups as raw data. In such instances, the legiti-
macy of the analysis on the scores of each individual is
questionable since it gives the impression of far greater
precision in the data than actually exists. The researcher
should be guided by the following: the unit of analysis,
i.e., the raw data upon which one counts up degrees of
freedom must be the same as the experimental units i.e.,
the smallest subdivision of the total group of subjects
which is randomly assigned to the experimental condition
and which is treated independently of other experimental
units for the duration of the experiment. An appreciation
of the importance of determining the legitimate experimental
unit and having it coincide with the unit of statistical
analysis is not widespread in educational research.

In the CRAFT 1 results, differences among teachers within each
method were much greater than differences between methods. It seemei
important, therefore, to retain the class as the statistical unit in
the major analyses of data. This was done except in the CRAFT 3
follow-up, in which classes no longer existed as experimental units.

6. Experimental Precautions

Avoidance of Hawthorne Effect

As in CRAFT 1, an effort was made to avoid giving any group of
teachers the idea that they were members of a control group; all
four methods were treated as experimental methods. They had simi-
lar workshop schedules, and had similar programs of visitation and
consultation. As in CRAFT 1, most of the BR and PV teachers had
not previously followed a teacher's manual closely and doing so was
a relatively new way of teaching for them.

Equality of Provisions for Consultant Services

Of the four methods, three were reasonably well provided for.
The fourth method, LE-AV, suffered from interruptions of consultant
services. The AV consultant who had been in the project through
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CRAFT 1 resigned early in the CRAFT 2 year. There was a gap of
several weeks until a capable person filled the role through January.
The position was vacant again from the first of February through
March, after which a third AV consultant provided a few days of help.

This interruption of AV consultant services was damaging. When
AV equipment or supplies failed to reach the classrooms, the AV con-
sultant was usually able to expedite matters; but when there was no
AV consultant, such problems tended to remain uncorrected for weeks
or months. In addition, some CRAFT 2 LEAV teachers made relatively
little use of the equipment provided because they had not received
instruction in its operation and possible uses in teaching reading.

The difficulties in providing AV materials and consultant help
were made more serious by the fact, pointed out earlier in this
chapter, that the AV teachers were the youngest and least experi-
enced of the four groups. There is good reason to believe, there-
fore, that the LE-AV method did not receive as good support as the
other three methods during CRAFT 2.

Instructional Time

The same instructions about time were used as in the full-
session CRAFT 1 classes. All second-grade classes were on full-
session schedules, three hours in the morning and two houri3 after

lunch. All teachers were instructed to devote 180 minutes per day
to instruction in reading and related supportive activities.

For teachers in the Skills-Centered Approach (BR and PV) the
following use of time was requested:

Language Arts - Total
Reading (3/4)
Other Language Arts (1/4)

Social Studies
Science and Health

Total

120 minutes
90 minutes
30 minutes

30 minutes
30 minutes

180 minutes

The LE and LE-AV teachers were asked to devote the same total
minutes to the combination of Language Arts, Social Studies, and
Science. Since integration and mutual reinforcement of the language
arts (listening, speaking, reading and writing) was a basic concept
of the LE Approach, the balance of time between reading and the
other language arts was left flexible, and Social Studies and
Science were not tallied separately.

The OSCAR R

The OSCAR R (Observation Schedule and Record-Reading) is an
objective way of recording teacher behavior described above in sec-

tion 5. It had been used in the CRAFT 1 classes.
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Each CRAFT 2 teacher was recorded on OScAR R four times, twice
by each of two research assistants. There ,-ere fewer complaints
about this procedure than in CRAFT 1 (where each teacher had been
observed eight times, and complaints were many), but several teach-
ers reported that being observed in this way made them feel uncom-

fortable. They were. particularly annoyed that they received no

feedback from the observers.

Effect of Teacher Familiarity with Method

As in CRAFT 1, there was probably some inequality in the degree
of familiarity with the assigned method. The BR Method was least

different from previous practices. The PV Method involved an unfa-
miliar method of teaching word recognition skills, but one provided

with specific directions in a manual, and specific materials. The

LE Method used small group and individualized reading procedures in

second grade, relatively uncommon at that grade level. The LE-AV

Method was probably least familiar. Whether experience in using

these methods makes much of a difference has been investigated in

Replication 1 and 2.
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CHAPTER IV

METHODS OF INSTRUCTION IN THE SECOND GRADE

1. Description of Teaching Methods

Contrast of Approaches

The SC Approach, as used in the CRAFT Project, represents an
orderly and systematic approach in which the many skills and sub-

skills involved in the reading process are presented to pupils in

a carefully planned sequence. In this study the SC Approach incor-
porated the Basal Reader Method (BR) and the Phonovisual Method (PV).

An essential element is the provision of a detailed teacher's manual

or guide which provides a step by step sequence of teaching activi-

ties to be followed. An important characteristic of skill-centered

programs is that ample provision is made for review and repetition.
In the reading materials there is careful vocabulary control and new

words are introduced in a predetermined sequence.

The LE Approach attempts to utilize the experiences of children

as a basis for instruction in the various components of the language

arts. Implicit 1_, this approach is the concept that children enter
school with a wide range of experiences which may be utilized for
the development of an integrated instructional program which in-
cludes oral communication, reading, writing, and composition. Daily

experiences in school and at home, as well as those obtained vicari-
ously, through filmstrips, recordings, or story-telling activities,
may also serve as reference points for establishing an integrated

approach to the development of language arts skills.

The LE Approach in this study incorporated the Language -
Experience Method (LE) and the Language Experience Audio-Visual
Method (LE-AV).

Basal Rader Method

The instructional plans set forth in the manuals of the basal

readers used in this project are quite similar, although there are
variations in terminology. There are, in general, four major divi-
sions to the plan, and these are repeated with minor changes in tha

teaching of story after story. The four divisions are: (1) prepare--;

tion; (2) guided reading and rereading, silent and oral; (3) devel-
oping specific reading skills; and (4) enrichment.

Preparation. Preparation for a new story involves three steps. The
first is motivation and arousal of interest. The second is the in-
troduction and explanation of new concepts, ideas, and meanings.
The third is oral and visual presentation and preteaching of the
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new words in the story. The words are presented on the chalkboard,
sometimes in sentences, sometimes in isolation. They are usually
taught by a "look and say" procedure, although sometimes children
are encouraged to apply word recognition skills previously taught.

Guided Reading and Rereading. Before silent reading is started
there is usually a brief discussion of the title of the story and
the first illustration in it. The teacher asks a question or two
and the children read silently to find the answer. At second grade
the amount read is often about a page. Discussion of the guiding
question and of other questions follows the silent reading. Oral
reading usually follows, for a variety of purposes: to clear up a
disputed point, to find out how the characters feel, to find happy
or sad parts, to prepare to draw an illustration, to make it sound
as if the characters are really speaking, to prepare a dramatiza-
tion of the story, etc. Often the selection is reread more than
once.

Developing Specific Reading Skills. Following the oral and silent
reading the manual presents directions for the development of a
variety of reading skills: word recognition practice, phonics,
structural analysis, combining various skills in attacking words,
various comprehension skills, etc. The plans in this section pro-
vide for direct teaching of new skills and for reinforcement
through use of the workbook.

Enrichment. Many more enrichment ideas are usually provided than
the teacher can find time to use. Language practice can include
jingles and rhymes intended to improve clarity of speech. Sugges-
tions are made concerning stories which the teacher can read to
the children, related songs and poems, dramatization, related art
work and books and stories for independent reading by the children.

The CRAFT 2 classes which used this method had available basal
readers at different grade levels (pre-primers, and 12, 21, 22,

readers), workbooks which accompany these readers, cards which pre-
sent words and phrases used in the stories, and the teacher's
manual for each of the readers.

No attempt was made to use a single basal series in all the BR
method classes which comprised the CRAFT 2 study. Rather, the
readers used were those normally available to second grade teachers
in the CRAFT schools. The basal programs available were predom-
inantly the Scott, Foresman Basic Readers; Ginn Basic Readers and
the Harper & Row Alice and Jerry Boeks were also used in some
classes. Several classes used the multi-ethnic edition of the Scott,
Foresman Basic Readers in CRAFT 2 after having used the regular
edition in CRAFT 1.

43



Although the BR Method was perhaps the most familiar to
CRAFT 2 teachers, relatively few of them had fully utilized the
procedures specified in the teacher's manual. An important objec-
tive of the training program for the BR teachers was to have them
adhere closely to the manual in their instructional procedures.

All of the teachers in the BR. Method introduced the instruc-
tional program to the children on a group basis, rather than to
the whole class. Most often, the children were divided into two
groups; some teachers used a three group system.

A recurring problem which the teachers faced, and which was
prevalent in the other second-grade classes in CRAFT schools, was
providing meaningful seatwork for pupils in the "slow" group while
the teacher worked with the "fast" group. At the second-grade
level, pupils in the slower group may range from almost non-readers
to those reading at the 11 level. The number of books available
at this level which may be read independently is limited. Conse-
quently unless the teacher was quite enterprising in providing
alternate activities, this group might sit and simply observe the
lesson being taught by the teacher to the other group.

One of the objectives of the workshop for BR teachers was to
avoid neglect of the parts of the manual lesson plans that follow
silent and oral reading. During the workshop sessions with BR
teachers the workshop leader provided many suggestions for follow-
up activities. Each of the reading consultants attempted to
strengthen this aspect of the BR Method during her frequent visita-
tions to the classroom.

The extent to which this general BR plan was utilized in each
of the CRAFT classes varied, as one might expect, from teacher to
teacher. Nevertheless, it was generally observed by the assistant
project director, who visited each of the classes on a periodic
basis, that all the teachers tended to follow this plan more and
more as the study progressed.

Phonovisual Method

The PV Method provides a highly structured phonics program.
The manual (The Phonovisual Method, by Schoolfield and Timberlake)
which described this program suggests that the intensive teaching
of phonics begin, if possible, the very first day of the first
grade. The prigram is intended to supplement other reading instruc-
tion, and is readily combined with the use of basal readers.

In CRAFT . the Phonovisual materials and procedures replaced
only one phase of the BR. Method. Instead of teaching phonics and
structural analysis as suggested in the basal reader teacher's
manuals, the Phonovisual program was used to teach these skills.
In all other respects, the PV Method was similar to the BR Method.
Both used basal readers normally available at the second-trade



level, and implemented the various phases of the typical basal
reader program, except that in the PV Method its own unique phonics
approach was utilized.

The first-grade Phonovisual instructional program includes two
wall charts (one for consonants and one for vowels), two workbooks
(one for consonants and one for vowels), a teacher's manual, and a
"game book" with suggestions for varying the reinforcement activi-
ties. In addition, the program provides an assortment of supple-
mentary aids, such as individual pupil copies of the consonant and
'vowel charts, "skill builders" (small cards each duplicating one
phonic element contained on the wall charts), and "flipstrips"
(cards which may be folded to expose either the stimulus picture or
its corresponding grapheme).

The Phonovisual consonant chart contains twenty-six stimulus
pictures in association with phonic elements. For example, there
is a picture of a pig, next to which is, p__J a picture of a wheel,
next to which is, wh . Of the twenty-six phonic elements presented
on the chart, ninetean are single consonants, six are consonant
digraphs, and one is a consonant vowel combination (20.

The Phonovisual vowel chart presents seventeen phonic elements,
also in association with stimulus picture;;;. Ten of these phonic
elements consist of the long and short vowels. The remaining seven
include vowel diphthongs (ow, 2y); modified vowel sounds (aw, ur, ar);
and two sounds of the digraph oo.

The instructional procedures are exactly specified. The Phono-
visual consonant chart is mastered first, one consonant at a time.
After initial teaching of the phonic elements, intensive reinforce-
ment activities are provided, mostly in the form of games and through
the use of the various supplementary materials which are provided for
each pupil (the workbooks, skill-builders, and flipstrips).

Writing is initiated as soon as the children have shown ability
to identify the first five consonant elements on the chart (p, wh, f,

th, t). The writing activity consists of the teacher saying the one -
syllable stimulus word, such as pig., while the pupils are taught to
write first the initial consonant (p ) and at a later stage, the

consonants in their initial and final position (p_g). Many different
words are used to develop in the children the facility to write the

initial and final consonants, leaving blanks for the vowels. The

sounds are identified by the picture cue; for example, 11 is called

"the pig sound."

The Phonovisual vowel chart is not introduced until there is

group mastery of ability to identify all the consonant elements. The

lone e sound (ee) is introduced first, followed by the short a sound.

Considerable emphasis is then given to the teaching of initial blends

in association with these vowels. The remaining short and long vow-

els are introduced in a specified sequence, followed by the other

vowel elements on the chart.
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The Phonovisual program for the second grade and beyond in-

cludes the teaching of syllables, compound words, secondary spell-

ings, "sound" words, and prefixes and suffixes. Instruction in

these areas is not recommended by the authors of the method unless

the children have mastered all of the techniques prescribed for the

first grade. Indeed, second-grade teachers are cautioned to re-
teach the entire first-grade program when elements of that program

are not known by the students.

Comparison Between BR Method and PV Method

Reference has already been made in the beginning of this chap-
ter to the common elements which both the BR and PV Methods share.

These common elements are of sufficient significance as to warrant
considering both methods as variation of a SC Approach.

In CRAFT 2, both methods utilized typical instructional pro-
cedures recommended for use with basal readers. The PV Method dis-
carded only the phonics and structural analysis phase of instruction,
including the use of the correlated basal reader workbooks and

substituted instead the PhonOvisual system of phonics, including

its workbooks. Since this system is highly structured, and comes
complete with a manual and instructional aids, there was a distinct

tendency to emphasize phonics skills in classes using the PV Method
more than in those using the BR Method.

Classes using the BR Method used a two, or three group system
for reading instruction, including the teaching of phonics. Teachers
using the PV Method, however, tended to utilize grouping only for
those activities which involved the use of the basil readers, and
taught: the phonics lesson on a whole class basis.

Since a relatively large proportion of instructional time was
needed in order to cover the Phonovisual program, it was not feasible
for the teacher to make several presentations, which the grouping
system would have required. The obvious result of this whole class
approach to the teaching of phonics in the PV Method was that less
consideration could be given to individual differences in learning
ability.

All children participated in the Phonovisual program at the
same time. For some, the reinforcement activities may have provided
too much repetition, while for others, too little. In the BR Method,
where grouping prevailed, the teacher could modify the rate of intro-
duction of the phonics program, depending on the level of the basal
reader used and the learning rate of the group.

The consonant and vowel charts used in the PV Method were placed
on the walls of the classroom and constantly exposed to the pupils.
They provided a readily available guide to the pronunciation of the
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key phonic elements. Pupils could make use of these charts through-
out the day, for example, during the reading of science and social
studies texts which frequently took place in the afternoon. The

pupils in the BR Method did not have exposure throughout the day to
any similar type of reading aid.

Lastly, it should be noted that the BR Method, as suggested in
the teacher's manuals, tends to introduce word attack skills on a
relatively gradual basis so that a considerable portion of the pho-
nics program is not introduced until grades two and three. In the

PV Method, all the phonic elements are usually introduced in grade
one; in grade two, previously taught skills are reviewed, and any
which were not covered in first grade are introduced. In CRAFT 2
PV classes, some teachers reviewed both charts on a systematic
basis, while others emphasized only the vowel chart, referring to
the consonant chart as needed.

Language Experience Method

The LE Method in CRAFT 2 placed considerable emphasis on
pupil-teacher interaction in order to stimulate oral communication,
which in turn served as the basis for the development of experience
charts. Since basal readers were not used as a vehicle for instruc-
tion, it was necessary for toe teacher to develop material for use
during the reading period. Charts were reproduced as booklets in
large type.

The implementation of the LE Method required a great deal of
teacher initiative. Themes for the experience charts had to be
sought quite diligently to maintain the interest of second-grade
children. Experiences which provided themes for charts included
trips, school assemblies, current events of interest to children,
science (weather, animals, plants), interesting events at home,
social studies (elections, holidays, famous men), and unusual situa-
tions which frequently occur in a city as large as New York.

The teachers using the LE Method in CRAFT 2 experienced as much
difficulty in initiating the program as did teachers in the first
grade study. The contrast with the basal reader program, which the
teachers had studied or used, was marked. The LE Method was utilized
on a whole class or individual basis; the basal program was usually
applied with children in small groups. The LE Method depended on
oral communication for the development of reading materials; the
basal program progressed through readers. The LE Method sought to
integrate Social Studies and Science with the language arts, all of
which was taught through the LE procedures; the basal program was
used primarily to teach reading and related language arts skills.

47



Skills instruction in the LE Method was based on the frequency

of oral and written use of phonic elements by the children. There

was no prescribed sequence of skills. In answer to the expressed

need of the teachers, however, a skills workbook was selected (Basic

Goals in Spelling, Book I, by Kottmeyer and Ware, second edition.

St. Louis: Webster Publishing Co.) and was continued into Book II.

Pages were introduced as the need for phonic elements was felt in

both reading and writing, which were taught concomitantly.

The first objective of the method was to stimulate discussion.
The children's verbalizations were written down and used for the

development of word analysis and comprehension skills. Listening,

speaking, writing, and reading were taught in an integrated attack

on the language arts.

The LE Method in CRAFT 2 placed more emphasis on individualized

reading than did the program in CRAFT 1, which did, however, start

to introduce trade books toward the middle of the year. Typically,

transition to individualized reading was made by small groups of

children as they achieved enough proficiency in word analysis to

read independently. Stories in the first books of a variety of co-
basal literature series were used for effecting this transition.

In addition, individualized reading was triggered by a series of
experience charts on a particular theme of interest to a group of

children, who were then led to trade books on this theme. All these

classes had substantial libraries containing at least 50 separate

titles as well as duplications, provided by CRAFT. In addition,

school libraries facilities were used liberally and effectively.

In summary, it may be said that the LE Method stressed oral

communication for the development of experience charts. Individ-

ualized reading was increasingly stressed. A spelling workbook was

available and was used, but not emphasized. Subject matter from

Science and Social Studies was also taught through experience charts;

separate texts in these areas were not used on a whole class basis..

'Lan ugagexperience Audio-Visual Method

The LE-AV Method was substantially similar to the LE Method in

orientation, instructional procedure, and use of instructional mate-

rial. Both methods initiated experience charts through oral discus-

sion, provided for follow-up readi%g on an individualized basis, and

utilized a workbook on a selective basis for spelling and phonics

skills.
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They differed in one essential respect: the LE-AV Method intro-
duced a variety of audio-visual aids to supply vicarious experiences
that would otherwise not have been available to the class.

The audio-visual aids available to the teachers in this method
included the overhead projector, filmstrip projector, tape recorder,
record player, Polaroid camera, and the Phono-Viewer (an integrated
filmstrip and record player, made by General Electric).

It should be emphasized that not all the LE-AV claasrooms had
all this equipment for the full year. In fact, a serious limitation
in the implementation of this method in CRAFT 2 was the failure of
the Bureau of Audio-Visual Instruction to provide full equipment at
the beginning of the year and to maintain it in working order through-
out the year. Furthermore, although plans and budgetary provisions had
been made to utilize the half-time services of an audio-visual con-
sultant from the Board of Education of the City of New York, it was
necessary to make two replacements in this position during the course
of the year, and for several months no A-V consultant was available
at all.

The audio-visual aids were used to: (1) provide vicarious ex-
periences (records, filmstrips); (2) teach various skills (overhead
projector), and (3) encourage oral communication (tape recorder).
Only minimum use was made of the Polaroid camera and the Phono-Viewer
in CRAFT 2, the former because of difficulty in obtaining film when
needed, the latter because of frequent malfunctions in the instrument.
Another reason for the relatively infrequent use of the camera was the
disinclination of the second-grade teachers to take field trips, where
it was most likely to be used.

The most popular audio-visual instrument was the overhead pro-
jector. It was used to write experience stories, teach selected pho-
nics and spelling skills, and encourage pupil writing. Through the
use of this instrument the teacher was readily able to focus the atten-
tion of the class on the instructional activity. This instrument can
effectively replace the chalkboard for many activities.

The filmstrip projector was perhaps the next.most popular.instru-
ment. Filmstrips by Weston Wood, Eye Gate, and the Society for Visual
Instruction were available. Some of the filmstrips came with phono-
graph records and provided an integrated audio-visual experience for
the pupils.

The phonograph was placed in a listening corner, and through the
use of an earphone connecting box as many as six children could listen

to a record at the same time without disturbing the rest of the class.

The use of the record player tended to encourage grouping procedures
for instruction. For example, if the teacher was reviewing a particu-
lar reading skill, those who did not need this review could listen to

a record.
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The tape recorder was generally used by one pupil at a time or
by small groups. The instrument was used by the pupils for rec.rd-
ing an experience or a story, listening to a prerecorded story, and
developing oral-aural ability. Listening to one's own recording was
used by some teachers as an effective method of improving clarity
and correctness of speech.

Concluding ComMents

The basic distinctions between the two approaches (SC and LE)
and the two methods in each approach (BR and PV; LE and LE-AV) may
now be summarized.

The two approaches differed to the extent to which skills pro-
gramming, vocabulary control, and story content were employed. The
SC Approach followed a program based on a structured sequence of
skills, a vocabulary controlled on the basis of high service words,
and the story content developed by the authors of basal readers.
In the LE Approach skills were taught functionally rather than
systematically, vocabulary control was minimized, and story content
was selected by the children.

The distinction between methods was less critical than that be-
tween approaches,"but was nevertheless clearly identifiable. The
BR Method provided a phonics program which was introduced gradually
during the first and second.grades. Also, instruction was generally
offered on a group basis. The PV Method introduced the significant
phonic elements during the first year and reviewed them in the sec-
ond grade. A considerable portion of the time spent in reading in-
struction in the PV Method was devoted to teaching phonics on a
whole-class basis.

The LE Method stressed oral communication which culminated in
the development of experience charts and booklets. The LE-AV Method
utilized the same techniques, but utilized various audio-visual aids
to supplement the usual language experience procedures.

It should be noted that the SC teachers were encouraged to fol-
low the New York City curriculum in teaching other aspects of the
Language Arts, Social Studies, and Science. As has been explained
in Chapter II, they were asked.to spend three-fifths or .180 minutes
of the school day on reading and supportive activities, allocated as
follows:

Erratum. The time allotments given at the bottom of the page are

incorrect. The correct allotments are shown on page 40.
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Other language arts included show-and-tell and other discus-
sion activities, penmanship, spelling, and composition. Science and
Social Studies in second grade are generally taught in New York City
public schools in an informal way centered around activities and
projects, with outcomes summarized in experience charts. Textbooks
are not used systematically in these subjects, but are employed as

references on specific topics.

There was, then, greater similarity between the SC and LE Ap-
proaches in supportive activities than in reading activities. How-

ever, the LE teachers tended to place more emphasis on supportive

activities, and to spend more time on them.

2. Teacher Training Program

To insure maximum adherence to the particular method assigned
to each teacher, CRAFT 2 utilized preservice and inservice workshop
sessions, supervision by district reading consultants, and overall
supervision by the assistant director.

Preservice and Inservice Workshops

A first meeting of the CRAFT 2 teachers was.held on June 15;
1965. Prior to the opening of school in September, all CRAFT 2
teachers met at a central location in Manhattan for the first Work-
shop session of the academic year. This workshop was held from
9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. on September 9, 1965. A subsequent central'
workshop session was held on January 17, 1966, from 4:00 p.m. to
5:30 p.m. In addition to these central meetings, monthly district
meetings were held throughout the year.

Four reading consultants, an early childhood consultant, and

theoretically an audio-visual consultant, all of whom held full-
time positions with the Board of Education of the City of Neu York,

spent a substantial portion of their time in CRAFT 2. Each of the
reading consultants was designated as a specialist and workshop
leader for a particular CRAFT method. It was the consultant's' re-
sponsibility to become thoroughly familiar with the teaching pro-
cedures of the method for which she was responsible, and prepare
instructional bulletins for dissemination at the central workshop
meetings.. The consultants served as leaders when the workshop
meetings' divided into four sub-groups, one for each of-the'CRAFT
methods. Part of each central meeting was used for exPlanation.
of the project as a whole and of specific procedures common to all'

methods, such as the Teacher Logs and the testing prograi. Part
was spent in separate meetings for the four teaching methods, so
that all teachers in the same method could share. problems and sol-

utions.

District meetings were held monthly, and these were organized
and led by the reading consultants. Often the monthly workshop
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sessions for specific methods were held on different days so that

teachers of a particular method could come together to share common

experiences and receive additional guidance in the application of

the appropriate teaching techniques.

Supervision by District Cbnsultants

The four reading consultants, the audio-visual consultant (when

available) and an early childhood consultant met monthly with the

project director and assistant director in order to coordinate the

training programs and the supervision of the CRAFT teachers.. These

meetings tended to last several hours.

Each of the consultants developed and distributed instructional

bulletins. All the consultants had sufficient familiarity with each

of the four methods to be able to assume supervisory responsibility

with the CRAFT teachers in her district. In effect, each consultant

became a specialist in a single method and (well-versed) in all four

methods. This made it possible for each consultant to concentrate
on schools in a particular district, and.provide assistance for all

CRAFT teachers in these schools, which included all four methods.

The reading consultant visited the CRAFT 2 classes in her dis-

trict several times a month; the audio-visual consultant was to visit

only the classes using the A-V method. Discussions of these visi-

tations were held at the monthly meetings of consultants with the

project director and assistant director, and provided a continuing

source of feedback on the progress of the study.

Supervision by the Assistant Director

The assistant director was able to make periodic visits to each

of the CRAFT 2 teachers. This usually involved spending a full day

at each of the 11 CRAFT 2 schools. The assistant director would ob-

serve the teachers in the morning, and usually meet with them for

lunch. Occasionally, the principals of the school and the district

reading consultant also joined the luncheon meeting. Frank discus-

sions were held on the problems and successes which the teachers had

encountered..

The observations made by the assistant director were presented

and discussed at the monthly consultant's meetings. These discus-

sions served to unify the instructional procedures applied to each

of the methods throughout the CRAFT 2 schools. This was an impor-

tant consideration, since the assistant director alone was in a posi-

tion to visit all the CRAFT 2 classes.

3. The Role of the School Principal

Without the active support of the principals the project could

not have succeeded. The principals and their assistant principals

helped in a variety of ways.
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The principals moved the first-grade CRAFT classes into the
second grade with the least possible alterations. Classes
were maintained as nearly intact as possible. When new
second-grade children registered, they were assigned to
CRAFT and non-CRAFT classes on a random basis.

2. The principals set up and maintained a record-keeping system
for transfers so that pupils who left the CRAFT classes
could be traced later to their new schools.

3. The principals were responsible for the distribution to
CRAFT teachers of many shipments of A-V equipment, supplies,
and reading materials,

4. The principals gave active support to the CRAFT project in
their discussions with the CRAFT teachers and other teach-
ers, thus contributing immeasureably to the maintenance of

morale among the CRAFT teachers.

5. The principals took the initiative to report to the central
research staff any problems that arose in the operation of
the project in their schools. In this way numerous minor
emergencies were effectively and promptly handled.

6. The principals volunteered to plan the details of the test-
ing schedules in their schools, and temporarily relieved the

Corrective Reading teachers of other duties so that they
could administer the group posttests in the CRAFT classes.

7. The principals accepted and respected the use of hetero-
geneous grouping in CRAFT classes, although most of the

other classes in their schools were grouped on a relatively

homogeneous basis.

8. The principals received and read voluminous Mimeographed

communications from the CRAFT central staff. These included

minutes of the central meetings and copies of all materials

sent to the CRAFT teachers.

9. Many principals had to exercise ingenuity in order to sup-

ply all the materials required by the nature of the project.

In some schools, for example, basal reader workbooks were

not customarily used and had to be obtained out of special

funds.

10. Special meetings were held at the Board of Education for the

principals and the assistant superintendents in charge of

the CRAFT schools. Attendance at these meetings was very

good, despite very busy schedules. One important function
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of these meetings was to clarify and correct misunder-
standings that arose about the project, and to indicate
clearly what the research budget could provide and what
would have to be supplied by the schools. Another func-
tion was to provide for the airing of grievances. A
third was to provide group thinking of experienced admin-
istrators on the solution of operational problems that
cropped up from time to time. A fourth was to inform the
principals about results and to give them an opportunity
to discuss the published project reports.



CHAPTER V

SECOND GRADE CONTINUATION RESULTS

1. CRAFT and Non-CRAFT Children

As mentioned in Chapter III, 656 CRAFT 1 children in 38 classes
participated in the testing program at the conclusion of the second
grade. These figures indicate that an average of 17 children who
participated in CRAFT 1 remained in CRAFT classes through the con-
tinuing year. Because class enrollment averaged 2G students, the
remaining pupils entering CRAFT classes after the study began were
designated as non-CRAFT pupils. The presenceof CRAFT and non -CRAFT
students in the same classes raises the question of whether the latter
group had a differential effect on the instructional. results.

Unfortunately a comparison of the learning potential of.the two
groups was impossible to make, since New York public school.regula7
tions forbid the administration of mental ability tests, and readi-
ness scores were not available for the non-CRAFT pupils. However, as
reported in Chapter III,CRAF' 2 students did not differ substantially
from CRAFT 1 children when compared on the basis of their:respective
first grade pretest and posttest scores. And, since observable char-
acteristics of children transferring into CRAFT schools did not
appear to be different from those of children whoJiad left the study,
it was also hypothesized that non-CRAFT students did. not differ in
learning ability from those CRAFT children whom they replaced. This
supposition appears to be justified when a comparison of the two
groups, of students is made.

The differenres in unadjusted mean scores for children parti-
cipating in each of the four methods are presented in Table 5.1.
This table indicates that although CRAFT 2 pupils had higher mean
scores than non-CRAFT pupils on all subtests of the Metropolitan
Achievement Tests, in only four of the 20 comparisons were the dif-
ferences significant. All four of these significant differences
favored CRAFT children in the Phonovisual classes. Why this differ-
ence exists is not exactly known. The most probable explanation is
that non-CRAFT children in the PV Method may have done less well than
their CRAFT counterparts because significantly fewer of them trans-
ferred into CRAFT classes than in any other method, and adequate in-
structional adjustments may not have been made to insure that enter-
ing students were given the equivalent of first-year training in the
Phonovisual method.

When the raw scores are converted into grade equivalent scores
(Table 5.2) it can be seen that, as expected, CRAFT students in Phono-
visual classes had a greater advantage over their non-CRAFT class-
mates than did CRAFT children taught by other methods. The difference
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favoring CRAFT students in the Phonovisual method was five months on
the Word Discrimination test, four months on the Word Knowledge and

Spelling test, and three months on the Reading test.

CRAFT students in classes taught by the other three methods also

had higher grade equivalent scores than did non-CRAFT children on all

subtests except one (where both groupi of children' taught by the

LE-AV Method obtained the same score -- 2.2 -- on the reading subtest).

The difference 'in grade equivalent scores between the two groups aver-

ages out to .35 on the Word Discrimination test, .25 on Word Knowl-'

edge, .28 on Spelling, and .15 on Reading, Although the differences

favoring the CRAFT pupils in the three methods are not individually
significant, the consistency of the trend is notable.

The grade equivalent means for the MAT Arithmetic test are also

reported in Table 5.1, and reveal that children taught by the four

methods, as well as children separated into CRAFT and non-CRAFT cate-
gories, achieved at approximately the same level. This finding would

appear to indicate that the teaching of arithmetic was not only con-
sistent within the four sets of classes but also for CRAFT and non-

CRAFT students. This minimizes the possibility that the teaching of

arithmetic for any one group of students had a differential effect on
reading achievement scores, or that arithmetic was differentially
slighted in any CRAFT method.

With regard to differentiating effects it should also be noted

that children identified as "early readers" in the study, children

who had kindergarten experience, mui the numbers of boys and girls,

were about equally divided in the approaches by which they were
taught, thereby minimizing the possibility that these factors may

have influenced the achievement results in a particular approach.

Analyses of the achievement made by these sub-groups are included

in a later section of this chapter.

2. Results for the Total CRAFT 2 Population

The second grade classes were all given the five subtests of

the Metropolitan Primary II Battery,.Form C, (MAT) during the third

week of April, 1966, as described in Chapter III.

Unadjusted Results

The raw score means for the SC and LE Approaches are shown in

Table 5.3. The SC means were slightly higher on all subtests than

the means' for classes taught by the LE Approach. The differences in

mean raw scores did not exceed 2.22, this being the disparity on the

Spelling subtest, and averaged only 1.69 on the three Reading sub -

tests. None of these differences was statistically significant.

When the mean scores are converted into grade equivalent scores the

absence of significant differences between the approaches becomes
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more apparent.(Table 5.4). When New York City norms are used for
comparison purposes on the three reading subtests, there is no grade
equivalent difference on Reading, one month on Word Knowledge, and
two months on Word Discrimination. Identical differential results
are obtained when national norms are used. A comparison of the two
sets of norms indicates very milaimal differences between them, and
at no time is the discrepancy greater than one month.

Since the unadjusted scores favored the SC Approach classes on
all subtests, it is not surprising that when methods are compared
(Table 5.3), children in the BR and PV Methods ranked either first
or second on each of the Reading subtests and on Spelling. The BR
Method had slightly higher scores on Word Knowledge and Spelling
and the PV Method on Word Discrimination and Reading. The LE-AV
Method scored lowest on all three reading subtests, but slightly
higher than the LE Method on Spelling. There was no significant
difference on any of these comparisons according to t tests.

When the unadjusted mean raw scores for methods are converted
into grade equivalents, there is little in the way of differences
between methods. The greatest difference between any of the meth-
ods is two months, and the range of grade equivalent scores extend
from _ 2.2 and 2.6. This is somewhat below the norm of 2.7 for
April testing.

A breakdown of unadjusted scores was also made by classes
within methods'in an effort to determine the extent of differences
among 'classes utilizing the same method. Using the MAT reading
subtest as an example, wide variations can be noted, especially in
the BR Method where the range in class means was two years, three
months(Fig. 2). These differences were dramatic, considering the
random assignment of children to classes. The wide range for the
BR classes is attributable mainly to the superior scores attained
by children in one class, whose mean grade equivalent on the three
Reading subtests averaged 3.8 on New York City norms. Reasons for
the superiority of this class are not precisely known.

Although the differences for the classes using the other three
methods were not' as great as for BR, neither were they minimal. When
scores for the three Reading subtests are averaged, the grade equiva-
lent range is eight months for PV, one year for LE, and seven months
for LE-AV. Thus the range in class means within each of the methods
is far greater than the difference between any two methods.

Ad usted Means

As described in Chapter III, raw score means were adjusted by
both first-grade pretests and first-grade posttests. Adjusted
scores in the former instance were used to equalize differences in
learning potential evidenced by the CRAFT pupils early in the first
grade, and in the latter instance to offset instructional advantages
obtained during the first year of the study. The intercorrelation
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matrix for pretests and posttests is shown in Table 5.5. The mul-
tiple regression equations are shown in Tables 5.6 and 5.7.

The intercorrelations of the pretests, the-first-grade post-
test scores, and the second grade MAT posttest scores, are shoWn
in Table 5.5. With the exception of some of the.r's involving kin-
dergarten experience, all of the r's in this table are significant
at the .01 level. It was decided to use kindergarten experience
and the four pretests (Variables 1-5) as predictor variables in mul-
tiple regression-equations. The resulting equations are'shown in
Table 5.6. From the predicted scores, adjusted class means and ad-
justed means for approaches and methods were obtained, as described
in Chapter III.

When the means were adjusted by either pretests or posttests
the outcomes were not substantially different from results reported
for the unadjusted scores (Tables 5.8 and 5.9). When adjusted mean
scores by approaches were compared, the SC classes achieved.at a
higher level than the LE classes on all four subtests.* The mean
differences between the two approaches were somewhat greater for ad-
justed scores than when a similar comparison was made for unadjusted
scores, but do not reach statistical significance.

When means adjusted by pretests were compared by method, BR and
PV means were higher than the means. for the LE and LE-AV Methods on
all subtests, with the 'BR Method highest on Word Knowledge and Spell-
ing, and the PV Method best on Word-Discrimination and Reading. Con-
versely; LE classes did least well on subtests where the Basal Method
is superior, and the LE-AV classes did least well on subtests where
the achievement scores for the Phonovisual claises were highest.. One
of these latter differences, favoring PV over LE-AV on Word Discrimi-
nation, is significant at the .05 level (Table 5.12). The other inter
method differences are not significant.

Comparison of means for methods adjusted on the basis of first-
grade posttests reveals slightly smaller differences than'when means
adjusted by pretests were compared. Despite this diminution in dif-
ferences, there is still a significant difference between PV and LE-AV
favoring the'former at the .05 level of significance, on Word Discrim-
ination.

Grade equivalent scores also reveal the relative superiority for
the SC Approach and its coMponent methods. Comparing Approaches (Na.
the pretest adjustment (Table 5.10), there is a.four month difference
favoring the SC Approach over the LE _Approach on Word Discrimination,
two months on both Word Knowledge and Reading, and three months on
.Spelling...Similak differences are found on the basis of posttest ad-
justments (see Table 5.11);

*Arithmetic scores were not adjusted

58



The range of grade equivalent scores based on raw scores and
adjusted scores are shown in Tables 5.13 and 5.14.

The differences among the class means adjusted by pretests were
far greater within each of the four methods than any of the differ-
ences between methods: The greatest range was in the BR Method,:and
was again due to extremely high adjusted means for one class., ..which'
not only had the highest unadjusted means but also benefited from
the adjustment. 'Similar large differences within methods were found
when the means were adjusted by first-grade posttests.' While the
general result of the posttest adjustments (Table 5.15) was to lower
the means for the method that had done best in first grade (BR).and
to raise somewhat the means for the method with the poorest first-
grade results (LE),,the range of class means within each method re-
mained large and far exceeded differences betWeen the means for
methods.

Using the MAT Reading subtest; the spread of class means is
shown in Figure 2, for unadjusted means and for= both adjustments.
Here it can be noted that a variation of from one year to several
years exists when the means of the highest and lowest achieving

.

classes are compared. Because of these variations within methods,
only two of the t tests between methods showed significance, 'and in
each comparison PV was significantly higher than LE-AV in Word Dis-
crimination (Table 5.12).

Analysis of Variance for the MAT Subtests

For CRAFT 2 the analyses of variance were conducted in a series
of steps for each of the posttests. The steps may be illustrated by
considering the analyses for the MAT Word Discrimination subtest, on
Which differences between approaches and methods were slightly larger
than on the other MAT subtests.

First a one-way analysis was done testing variance between ap-
proaches against variance within approaches; the resulting F ratio
was not significant (Table 5.16). Secondly, variance between schools
and between approaches within schools was tested against variance
within approaches and schools, keeping the two schools which had had
split-session schedules in the first grade separate from the nine
schools with full-session first-grade schedules; again the differ-
ences were not significant (Table 5.17). Each SC method was then com-
pared with each LE method, keeping the split-session schools separate,
again with no significant differences (Table 5.18). Because split
session had made a significant difference in the first-grade results,
the differences between approaches, between schools, and between
methods were computed again, this time leaving out the split-session
schools; again no significant differences were found (Tables 5.19,
5.20 and 5.21).

Similar analyses, carried out for the MAT Word
and Spelling subtests adjusted for pretests, failed
single significant difference between approaches or
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The same methods..of analysis were carried out also for the
MAT subtests adjusted on the basis of the first-grade posttests.
Again, not a single difference between approaches, between schools,
or between methods was large enough to be significant at-the .05
level;- In all of these analyses the differences between approaches
and methods were reduced to insignificance by the much larger dif
ferences within approaches and methods.*

'Results for Reading Interest Measures

Apart from the results achieved by the experimental population
on the MAT, efforts were also made to assess the amount of reading
done by the CRAFT 2 children, and to determine the degree of their
eagerness to read and the maturity of their reading choices.

These findings are summarized in Table 5.22. They reveal a
somewhat uneven pattern inasmuch as LE classes completed more books
and indicated slightly more eagerness to read than other classes, PV
classes read more books on a partial basis, and BR classes had a ten-
dency to select more mature books. When differences between ap-
proaches.and methods are.compared, however, they are small enough to
preclude any statistical significance except in one instance which
favors LE-AV over PV in the number of books completed; the LE-AV
mean of 4.01 compared to the PV mean of 2.23 is significantly dif-
ferent at the .05 level.

The absence of additional significance can be explained by the
relatively large S.D.'s, indicating that wide discrepancies existed
in the class means within approaches and .methods.. For example, the
LE classes read more books than classes taught by other methods. Yet
the S.D. of the'LE group (6.34) was almost equal to the mean (6.60)
and there were no significant differences between the LE classes and
other classes.

All of the means in Table 5.22 related to the children's eager-
ness to read,as rated by teachers, fall within the range of 2.93 to

3.44. Since a score of 3.0 indicates that children are eager to read
"about half of the time" it would appear that none of the means for
either approaches or methods vary: considerably from that estimate.
The mean difference favoring the LE Approach is minimal, and the dif-
ference between the highest method (LE-AV) and the lowest (PV) is not

significant.

Means for teachers' estimate of children's maturity of reading

choice also cluster around 3.0, indicating that the selection of books
made.by classes as a whole approximates their reading level in the

*The 36. analysis of variance tables for Word Knowledge, Reading,
and Spelling, adjusted by pretests and posttests, are available in the
project files.
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opinions of the teachers. In other words, the children did not tend
to choose books that were too easy or too difficult for them. Dif-
ferences between approaches are negligible, as are differences be-
tween methods.

In summary, it can be said that neither approach improved chil-
dren's eagerness to read or their maturity of reading material more
than the other. Although children in the LE Approach had a tendency
to read more books.(than children in the SC Approach) the difference
between the approaches is not significant, precluded perhaps by the
wide differences that existed among classes taught by the same ap-
proach.

San Diego Pupil Inventory. The questionnaire, An Inventory of Reading
Attitude (Standardization Edition) developed by the San Diego County
Schools, was administered to all pupils as a posttest in CRAFT 1 and 2.
CRAFT 2 results are shown in Table 5.23. Means ranged from 18.35; .(BR)

to 19.09 (LE), a very small 'difference which is not statistically sig-

nificant. In CRAFT 1 the means had ranged from 14.98 (PV) to 17.20
.011), with a significant difference of over two points between the two
SC methods. There was, then, a general upward change in attitude to-
ward reading as measured by this instrument, with the largest gain
(over three points) in PV and the smallest gain (one point) in BR. .The
mean for'all combined methods rose from 15:91 in CRAFT 1 to 18.83 in

CRAFT 2.

3. The Subsample Results

As in CRAFT 1, individual reading tests were given to a sample
group of four dhildren chosen at random from each class. This group
consisted of 152 children, 40 of whom were in BR, 40 in PV, 36 in LE,
and 36 in LE-AV classes.

In an effort to determine the representativeness of the subsample

group in relation to the total CRAFT 2 population, t tests were made

using the MAT second -trade posttests as the metsuripg variable (Table

5.24). An examination of scores made by both groups reveals that the
subsample children had slightly higher scores on all of. the subtests,

but none of these differences was significant. A similar condition
prevails when the subsample children are divided into methods and

their scores on the MAT are compared with those of all CRAFT 2 chil-

dren in the same method. The subsamples in the LE, PV, and LE-AV
classes did consistently better than the total population, but none

of the t values is high enough to be significant. However, subsample

children in the BR group did less well than their classmates, although

here again the differences are not statistically significant. The

tables for these four sets'of comparisons, none of which revealed a.

significant difference, are not presented here but. are in the project

files. It would appear ahat the subsample constitutes a representa-

tive sample of the total CRAFT 2 population.
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In all, nine measures were obtained for the subsample children.

Four of these -- Accuracy and Rate Scores for the Gilmore Oral Read-
ing Test, the Gates Graded Word Pronounciation Test, and The Fry List
of Phonetically Regular Words 77 were concerned with components of
oral reading and word recognition. The remaining five measures were
obtained from a Writing Sample and were scored on the basis of the
Number of Running Words; Different Words; Correctly Spelled Words;
Polysyllabic Words; and Mechanics Ratio (the grammatical correctness
of the writing).

In CRAFT I the obtained scores were adjusted on the basis of
first-grade pretests for only three of the nine individual measures;
the covariance adjustment could not be carried out on the other six
measures because of occasional empty data cells on the pretests. For
this reason, it seemed important to adjust the CRAFT 2 individual
posttests on the basis of the first-grade pretests, thus getting an
adjusted measure of total progress during two years of instruction.

In analyzing test results two statistical treatments were used,
t tests and analysis of variance. In making the t test comparisons
the means scores of children rather than classes were used, and these
were adjusted on the basis of pretests since it was found that sig-
nificant r's existed between the pretest measures and the tests ad-
ministered to the subsample group (see Table 5.25).

The means and standard deviations for the individual tests are
shown in Table 5.26 - 5.28. Table 5.26 gives the obtained results
for the four methods; Table 5.27 gives the results for the adjusted
scores, using the child as unit; and Table 5.28 gives the adjusted
results using the class means as units. It may be noted that the
means are almost exactly the same in Tables 5.27 and 5.28, since
there were four subsample children in each class; slight differences
are due to rounding errors. The standard deviations, however, are
substantially larger in 5.28 than in 5.27, showing that the varia-
bility among class means was quite consistently larger than the vari-
ability among individual pupils.

Table 5.27 reveals an uneven pattern. As might be expected,
children in the PV method had the highest scores on the Fry test.
Since this test consists of 45 items, the PV mean of 22 indicates
that these children could correctly identify approximately 50 per
cent of the test items. This is 25 per cent better than children in
the BR and LE-AV classes and 33 per cent better than children in the
LE classes.

On the other hand, it might not have been expected that the PV
children would also do better than their subsample peers on the Gates
Graded Word Pronounciation Test, since the test items here include
many high service words that are phonically irregular. However, PV
children as a group correctly identified 52 per cent of the Gates
test items. This compares with 42 per cent for the BR and LE-AV
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groups and 37 per cent for the LE group. Thus it appears that train-
ing in a highly phonic program had a favorable effect on word recogni-
tion.

Children in the PV classes also had the highest scores on Gilmore
Accuracy, achieving an adjusted grade equivalent mean of 4.0. This
is six months better than the BR group, eight months better than the
LE-AV children and 1.1 years higher than children in the LE classes.
The latter group,which had the lowest scores on Gilmore Accuracy; had
the highest scores on the Gilmore Rate Score, indicating at least in
this case that speed of reading does not necessarily correspond with
reading accuracy. It is noteworthy that the means for all four meth-
ods were above the norm on Gilmore Accuracy.

To check the expectation that differences would test as signifi-
cant when based on individual pupil scores but would test as less
significant or non-significant when based on class means,'t tests were
computed on the basis of means of individual scores, while analyses of
variance were based on class means.

When tscores were computed comparing subsample groups in the
lour methods with one another on the four oral reading measures, the
PV children were significantly higher than BR and LE-AV groups on all
tests at the .01 level, and similarly higher than the'LE children on
all but Rate (Table 5.30). In turn the BR children did significantly
better than the LE group at the .01 level on all tests except Rate,
and better, but not significantly so, than LE-AV on three tests; on
the Fry test LE-AV had a fractionally higher Score. Comparisons be-
tween LE and LE-AV reveal significantly higher scores for the latter
on Gilmore Accuracy and Fry at the .01 level, and significantly lower

scores for the same group on Gilmore Rate.

Analysierof Variance for Oral Reading Tests,

For the oral reading tests given to the subsample, the analysis
of variance was carried out only for the means adjusted by first-grade
posttests, to give maximum weighting to learning in the second grade.
Although, as has been shown above, some of the mean differences be-
tween approaches and methods looked substantial, the variance within
each approach and method was so great that none of the differences be-
tween means reached the..05 level of significance. This was true of

the Gilmore Accuracy and Rate scores, the Gates Graded Word'Pronuncia-
tion Test, and the Fry Test of Phoneticaily Regular Words. These
analyses are available in the Project files. As examples, the analy-

ses for the Fry test are given in Tables 5.31, 5.32, and 5.33.

Writing Sample Results

Children in PV did less well than children in other methods on
four of the five Writing Sample scores (Table 5.30). Children in
LE-AV had highest means on Polysyllabic words and Mechanics Ratio, and
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second highest means on the three remaining scores. The BR group
did better than children in the other three methods on the Number
of different Words and the Number of Running Words Spelled Correctly.

Comparisons between method groups by t tests reveal significant
differences at the .01 level favoring BR children when compared with
PV children on all writing scores, and similarly significant advan-
tages for BR children over LE children on all but the Mechanics Ratio
score, where the reverse is true. BR children also did significantly
better at the .01 level than LE-AV children on three of the five
scores, but significantly poorer than the latter group on. Polysyllabic
Words and Mechanics Ratio, also at the .01 level. There were no sig-
nificant differences between LE and PV children except on Mechanics
Altatio (where the LE group held a distinct advantage) but the LE-AV
children did significantly, better than the PV group on all writing

sample measures. Similarly, the LE-AV children did better than the
LE children on five tests, four of which were significant at .01.

On the basis of these results it would appear that the kind of
instruction received by the PV group resulted in superior performance
on oral reading and word recognition tests, but that there was appar-
ently no carry over to the tests measured by the Writing Sample. The
BR group did less well on the oral reading tests than the PV children
but better than either the LE or LE-AV group. They also were ahead
.of the LE and LE-AV groups in most of the measures obtained from the
Writing Sample. The LE-AV children did well on the Writing Sample
measures, but the same cannot be said for the LE children. Why.dif-
ferences should favor the LE-AV group on this aspect of the testing
program Is not known.

Anal sis of Variance for the Writin Sam le

Analyses of variance were performed for the five scores based on
the Writing Sample, using class means adjusted by first-grade pre-
tests. For four of the scores (Number of Running Words, Number of Dif-
ferent Words, Number of Words Spelled Correctly, and Mechanics Ratio)
the differences between approaches and between methods were consis-
tently below the .05 level of significance. For the fifth score, Num-
ber of Polysyllabic Words, two significant differences between methods
were found: PV was significantly above LE-AV in the split-session
schools, at the .05 level, and LE-AV was significantly higher-thdn BR
at the .01 level. The SC Approach surpassed the LE Approach in both
split-session and full-session schools, with both differences signi-
ficant at the .05 level. The difference between approaches seems to
be due mainly to the poor performance of the LE-AV classes on this
measure. The analyses for Polysyllabic Words are shown in Tables
5.34, 5.35, and 5.36. No good reason has occurred to the Project
staff to explain why there were significant differences on Polysyl-
labic Words, when all of the other group and individual measures of
reading and writing failed to show significant differences.
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4. Comparison of Boys and Girls

In many studies of beginning reading, girls have repeatedly been
reported as surpassing boys in their own school populations, both in

readiness and in reading achievement. In the CRAFT project this did

not happen when comparisons were made on the readiness pretests and

on first-grade reading posttests. However, second-grade posttests
indicate a slight superiority of girls over boys when comparisons.are
made using mean raw scores and means adjusted"by first-grade posttests.

The data on sex differences at the end of the second grade are

summarized in Tables 5.37 and 5.38. In Table 5.37, where. obtained

means are given, it Can be noted that girls had slightly higher, means

on 17 of the,20 comparisons' related.to reading and.spelling and that..

four of the differences are signifitant at the .05 level; three In

Spelling and one in Word Discrimination,

Despite the fact that the boys did not have significantly higher,

scores than girls.on any Of.the comparisons, they did have consistently

higher scores than girls on the three Reading subtests in the LE-AV.

classes. This finding' suggests-the possible, influence of machines

a. motivating factor'for the male population in these cluses.

Table 5.38 shoWs the comparisons between boys and girls when_the.

second - grade posttests are adjusted by first-grade posttests.*.. pere

again girls had.higher scores.than.boys'on all of the'MAT subtests

and'in-all of the classes except LE-AV, where the boYS had a.slight

advahtage on Word-Knowledge and Reading. AS in the raw.Score compari7

.sons, the differences of greatest significance favoring girls were in

Spelling. Otherwise girls scored significantly.,better than,boys in

the PV 'classes on Word KnOwledge'and Word Discrimination, and in the

mean for the combined methods on all.three Reading subtests.

Results of the comparisons between girls and boys would seem to

indicate that the differential favoring girls can be attributeCto

characteristics within the content and process of the curriculum,

since readiness tests revealed MO initial differences between the

sexes. In addition, it appears that boys profited from instruction

which emphasizes the use of mechanical devices to a very slightly

greater extent than girls did.

It should be noted that these results have been based on the

child as the statistical . unit. If the class hadfleen used as the unit

many of the presently significant differences would have appeared non-

significant. However, the cotsistency of the trends favoring the

girls in the second grade would not be affected.

*In computing t values the S.D.'s of the obtained scores were

used since S.D.'s for adjusted means were not available.
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Com arison of .Kindergarten and Non - Kindergarten Children

Two-thirds of the second-grade pupils had attended kindergarten
for 101-200 half days, while 27 per cent had no pre -'first grade
schooling. The proportion with 21 to 100 half days was very small,
and those with preschool experience in addition to kindergarten was
still smaller (Table 5.39). Accordingly, the latter two groups are
not considered in this analysis.

Pretest Results

A detailed analysis of pretest results was made by Serwer (1966)
in a doctoral dissertation, using 147 of the CRAFT 1 pupils attending
two Harlem schools. None of the differences between the means for
boys and those for girls was statistically significant. Kindergarten
and non-kindergarten children were compared. The kindergarten chil-
dren had higher means on six subtests; on three (Metropolitan Listen-
ing, Murphy-Durrell Letter Names, and Thurstone Identical Forms) the
differences were not significant. On two tests (Murphy - Durrell
Phonemes and Learning Rate) the difference was significant at the
.05 level,and on one test (an experimental visual-motor test) the
difference was significant at the .01 level. She concluded that for
her pupils, kindergarten experience was accompanied by significant
growth in visual-motor coordination and auditory discrimination, but
not in comprehension of oral language, in knowledge of letter names,
or in visual diScrimination of geometric designs. She concluded that
the kindergarten program in the two schools should incorporate teach-
ing of letter names and more stress on visual discrimination and on,
comprehension of oral language.

Since the population used by Serwer was quite representative
of the total CRAFT 1 population, it was not felt necessary to repli-
cate her study with the remaining CRAFT 1 children.

Achievement tri First Grade

Thirty -five comparisons were made between children with and without

kindergarten experience, for the total population and for approaches and

methods (Table 5.40). The subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test

(Primary 1, Form X) served as measuring variables. All 35 comparisons

favored kindergarten children and 24 of these were significant, 20 at

the .01 level, and four at ,05. When the scores were converted into

grade equivalents, the differences between the two groups do not indi-

cate. any vast differences (Table 5.41). The kindergarten children

achieved at. the 1.5 level on four of the five subtests_and at 1.6 on the

fifth (Spelling), while the non - kindergarten group cored at the 1.4.

level on four subtests and at the 1.5 level on Spelling. Thus, despite

the significant differences in raw score means, the average grade equi-

valent difference between the two groups near the end of CRAFT 1 was

only about one month.
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When the two groups are compared within approaches, the LE kinder-

garten children had significantly higher means on all five subtests at

the .01 level, and kindergarten children in the SC classes did signifi-

cantly better at the .01 level on Paragraph Meaning and Vocabulary and

at .05 on Word Reading (Table 5.40). Grade equivalent means for ap-

proach comparisons (Table 5.41) reveal a slight advantage for kinder-

garten children in both approaches on all subtests. These differences

fluctuate between one and three months for the LE children and remain

constant at one month for the SC children except in Spelling where both

groups achieved equally.

When comparisons between children with and without kindergarten

experience were made on the basis of method, there were seven signifi-

cant differences favoring kindergarten children in the LE and LE-AV

classes and four favoring the kindergarten group in the BR and PV classes

(Table 5.40). Specifically, LE kindergarten children did better on

Word Reading, Paragraph Meaning, Vocabulary and Spelling at the .01

level; LE-AV kindergarten children on Vocabulary and Word Study Skills

at the .01 level and Spelling at .05; BR kindergarten children on Vocab-

ulary, Paragraph Meaning and Word Study Skills at .05; and PV kinder-

garten children on Paragraph Meaning at the .01 level= Grade equivalent

scores were not substantially higher for the kindergarten children, aver-

aging one month, and never exceeding two months except on Spelling.

Achievement in the Second Grade

Treatment of the kindergarten data in obtaining CRAFT 2 results was

identical to that reported above for CRAFT 1, except that the MAT Pri-

mary II, Form C was used in CRAFT 2.

Results of the 28 comparisons made for the total population of

kindergarten and non-kindergarten children reveal that the kindergarten

children did better on all but one comparison, and 15 of these differ-

ences were significant (Table 5.42). The one comparison which favored

the non-kindergarten group was on the Spelling subtest for children in

the PV classes.

As in the first-grade study, second-grade kindergarten children did

significantly better than children without such experience when compari-

son is made for all methods combined. Mean raw scores of 19.02 on Word

Knowledge and 24.49 on Reading were significantly better at the .01 than

means of 16.88 and 21.19 achieved by non-kindergarten children. Kinder-

garten children did significantly better thaw-their classmates at the

.05 level on Word Discrimination and Spelling. Translated into grade

equivalents, the differences between the two groups favor the kindergar-

ten children by two months on Word Discrimination and by one month on

the other three subtests. This indicates that the slight advantage held

by kindergarten children at the end of the first grade was maintained

through the second grade (Table 5.43).

When children are compared on the baSis of approaches, it is evi-

dent that differences between kindergarten and non-kindergarten
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children in the LE Approach were greater than in the SC Approach.

The differences are significant for the former on all four subtests,

while no significance exists for the latter. Grade equivalent means

indicate an advantage of three months on three of the subtests for

kindergarten children in the LE Approach, and a difference of one

month on Word Knowledge. In the SC Approach the mean of 2.6 for kin-

dergarten children on Word Knowledge was two months better than that

for the non-kindergarten group, and the former group did one month

better than the latter on Word Discrimination and Reading. There

were no.differences in Spelling.

Comparing the children within methods, it is apparent that the

advantage gained by children in the LE Approach can be attributed

largely to the gains made by kindergarten children in the LE Method.

These children had an average raw score advantage of 4.59 which,

translated into a grade equivalent, approximates three months. Kin-

dergarten children in the LE-AV Method scored an average of 2.95

points higher, or 1.5 months per subtest. Differences favoring kin-

dergarten children in the BR. Method and PV Method averaged two months

and one month respectively. Comparisons for children within the meth -

ods .reveal significant t -test differences for kindergarten children

in 'the 'LE Method on all four subtests, in the BR Method on two subtests,

and in the LE-AV Method on one subtest. All but one of these are at

the .05 level.

In summary, kindergarten children achieved consistently higher

reading scores through the second grade than nonrkindergarten chil-

dren. Having had kindergarten experience was more advantageous to

children ln the LE Method than to children in the other three methods.

6. Results for Early Readers

The early reader in thit study was defined as the child who

entered first grade with the ability to identify words, no matter how

few, or who acquired this skill during the first month of school:

Identification .of these children was made by classroom teachers. The

purpose behind such identification was twofold: to determine whether

the. reading children assigned to the two approaches were comparatively

equalin.pre-reading ability; and to establish whether or not the

early:readers ultimately achieved any better than their classmates.

Teachers had listed 58 CRAFT 2 children as early readers t 33 in

the SC .Approach and 25 in the:LE Approach.. *Because of these small.'

nuMbersi children were not further separated by method and therefore

an analysis of their achievement includes only comparisons between

.earlY.readers and the total*CRAFT population, and comparisons' between.

approaches.

A check on the validity of teacher's selections was made by-ad-

ministering the Detroit Word Recognita 1 Test to children identified

as early readers. Scores indicated that Of the 39 .children in
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CRAFT 2 who had taken that test, 32 had been able to identify one or

more words. The seven children who could not identify any of the test

items were retained in the early reader group when an examination of

their performance on other pretests revealed that they had scores con-

siderably better than the means for the total population. The 19

children who missed the Detroit test were also retained.

Results for early readers on CRAFT 1 tests are shown in Table

5.44. As a group, the early readers had scores on the Murphy-Durrell

Readiness Test which placed them above the 50th percentile on all sub-

tests with the exception of Phonemes, in which they achieved at the

14 percentile rank (Table 5.44). Comparing their scores with those

of the total population reveals significant differences at the .001

level favoring the early readers on all components of the Murphy-

Durrell Readiness Test as well as on the Metropolitan Readiness. Test

and the Thurstone Pattern Copying and Identical Forms Tests.

The early readers in the SC. and LE Approaches had on the average

significantly higher scores on all of the pretest measures than the

total groups participating in'those approaches. All but three of.the

differences were significant at the .001 level (Tables 5.45 and 5.46).

A between-approach comparison of early readers indicates that

children in the SC Approach had slightly higher scores on allimeaSures

of the Murphy - Durrell Readiness Test, but none of these differences

reached significance. Conversely, children in the LE Approach had

slightly higher scores on the Thurstone and Metropolitan testsi-and

on the Word Meaning subtest of the Metropolitan scored significantly

higher. than their peers in the SC Approach (Table 5.47).

Thus results of pretest measures reveal that as a group early

readers were superior to the total population, but relatively equal.

when compared on an approach basis.

When the posttests were given at the end of the first year.the

early readers maintained their superiority over the total group. Dif-

ferences on all subtests of the Stanford were significant at .001

level. Early readers in each of the two approaches similarly sur-

passed their classmates within the same approach. Translated into

grade equivalent scores, the differences between early readers and the

total group average four months per subtest. The early readers had

grade scores ranging from 1.7 to 2.0, whereas the mean grade scores

for the total group ranged from 1.4 to 1.6 (Table 5.48).

When early reader scores were compared on an approach basis

neither group showed any consistent superiority. The SC children did

slightly better on Paragraph Meaning, Spelling and Vocabulary; and

the LE children were slightly ahead on Word Reading and Word Study

Skills. None of these differences is statistically significant(Table

5.47).
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Using grade equivalents, the SC children held a one month advan-

tage on Paragraph Meaning and two months on Spelling, and the LE
children scored one month higher on Word Study Skills. Means within
both approaches were no lower than 1.7 and nolligher than 2.1, and
the average score of 1.85 is slightly higher than the normative mean
of 1.8 at the time the test was administered (Table 5.49).

At the end of the first year, then, early, readers taught the

SC and LE Approaches were approximately, equal.in performance, but

evidenced considerably higher scores than the total CRAFT popula-

tion, and were slightly ahead of the national norms.

Results for the'Second*Grade

Thirty-two of the original 58 early, readers took the city-wide
Metropolitan Achievement Test (Primary, 1, Form B) in October,.1965;

17 in the SC Approach and 15 in the LE Approach. The two subtests,

Word Knowledge and Reading, were administered by, the classroom
teachers and scored by machine; grade equivalent scores were reported

(Table 5.50)'.

These scores indicate a trend favoring children in the SC Ap-

proach on the Reading subtest. A difference of four months existed

favoring this group, but because of the small numbers of children'

tested this difference was not significant.

Upper Primary Form C of the MAT was given in April of the second

grade (Table 5.50). There were no significant differences between

the two approaches on the April tests, although SC children did

slightly, better on three of the subtests, Word Knowledge, Word
Discrimination and Spelling, and slightly, less well on Reading. Con-

verted into grade equivalents these differences were never greater

than one month (Table 5.51). However, the mean of 2.8 on Reading

for the SC group and 2.9 for the LE group represent a reversal of.

differences from the October testing period. On the same October

tests the early readers held an advantage of seven months and six
months over the total population on Word Knowledge and Reading tests

respectively (Table 5.50A). Again in April the superiority, of the

early readers prevailed with differences which are significant at

the .001 level. When means were converted into grade equivalents
(Table 5.50A) early, readers averaged nine months higher than the total

population for the four subtests. Their mean grade score of 3.3 far

surpassed the mean of 2.4 for.the total population, and is also con-.'

siderably higher than the norm of 2.7.

COmparisons between. SC early
in-the SC classes, and between LE
tioh:in the LE classes, also show
groups on.all subteits'at the .01

readers and the total population
early readers and the total popula-
significant differences between .the

level (Table. 5.52).
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The early readers, like the total CRAFT population, did not
score as high on reading comprehension as they did on tests measuring

aspects of word recognition and word reproduction. The difference

was greater in second grade than near the end of first grade. It

seems reasonable to conclude that the early readers mastered the
skills of word recognition readily,,but were not as able in compre-
hension, in which the linguistic and cultural handicaps common to
the total CRAFT group were probably more significant.

In summary, the early readers were well ahead of the rest of

the CRAFT 1 population on the first-grade pretests, achieved signi-

ficantly higher on the first-grade posttests, and increased their
lead during the second grade. Whether this was.the result of early
teaching, or simply that both early reading and superior later.scores
were natural outcomes of superiority in readiness, cannot be deter-

mined from the analysis above.

7. Analysis of Teacher's Use of Time as Revealed by Daily Logs

The mean times for each teacher were obtained by computer from

25 logs, based on five consecutive teaching days per month for five

months, normally during the third week of the month.

The results for total instructional time are shown in Table 5.53.

The SC teachers averaged 162.75 minutes per day as compared with
194.88 minutes for the LE teachers, a highly significant difference.
For all 38 teachers combined, the mean of'177.96 minutes came close

to the requested 180 minutes.

The results for the major categories of Reading Activities and
Supportive Activities are also shown in Table 5.53. The means for

the 20 teachers in the SC Approach were 105.45 minutes for Reading

(as compared to 90 minutes requested) and 57.30 minutes for Suppor-
tive (as compUred to 90 minutes requested). Obviously the SC teach-

ers spent somewhat more time than requested on Reading, and much less

than requested on Supportive. The differences between the Basal
Reader and Phonovisual teachers were small and not significant.

For the 18 Language Experience teachers, the totals were 95.50

minutes for Reading Activities and 99.38 minutes for Supportive

Activities. Thus the LE teachers averaged 10 minutes less per day

on Reading Activities and 42 minutes more per day on Supportive
Activities than the SC teachers. Between the two LE Methods, the
LE teachers averaged seven minutes per day more on Reading Activities

and 15 minutes per day more on Supportive Activities than the LE-kAV

teachers.

The mean times for the six Reading categories and 11 Supportive

categories are shown in Table 5.54. Considering the Reading Activi-
ties first, the great differences between the SC and LE approaches
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are clearly evident. The SC teachers averaged 50.22 minutes per day
in Basal Reader Activity, as compared to 3.12 minutes for the LE
teachers. The LE teachers had a mean of 34.81 minutes on Individu-
alized Reading, compared to 7.76 minutes for the SC teachers. For
Experience Charts the means were 6.21 minutes for SC teachers and
15.94 minutes for LE teachers. The LE teachers tended to spend more
time on Sight Word Drill (13.60 minutes vs. 9.90 minutes) while the
two approaches were essentially even in Other Reading and only
slightly different in Phonic Activity.

When the Basal Reader and Phonovisual methods are compared, the
distinctive differences between these two SC methods are apparent.
The BR teachers spent more time on Basal Reader Activity (54.67 min-
utes vs. 45.76 minutes) and on Other (16.11 minutes vs. 6.04 minutes).
The Phonovisual teachers spent far more time on Phonic Activity 28.57
minutes vs. 12.42 minutes). The two methods did not differ signifi-
cantly on the other three Reading categories.

In Supportive Activities the two Skills-Centered.Methods were
generally quite'similar. Both spent less than half as much time on
Science and Social Studies than the 30 minutes for each that had been
requested: Of the various language arta activities, both spent the
most time on Writing. The deficit in Supportive Activities time is
largely due to the Social Studies and Science categories.

When the LE and LE-AV Methods are compared, there are no signi-
ficant differences in the pattern of Reading Activities. It should
be noted that in the CRAFT 2 LE classes Individualized Reading dis-
placed Experience Charts as the main reading activity, involving
35.00 (LE) and 34.62 (LE-AV) minutes per day as compared to 18.30
(LE) and 13.58 (LE-AV) minutes per day. It should be noted also that
both LE methods devoted more time to Phonic Activity (16.25 minutes
and 15.23 minutes) than the BR teachers (12.42 minutes), although less
than the PV teachers (28.1.7_-minutes)

.
In the Supportive Activities, the LE-AV teachert spent consider-

ably more time on Audio-Visual Activities and Audio-Visual with Inter-
mittent Discussion. The LE teachers spent more time than the LE-AV
teachers on Listening to Stories, Discussion, Writing, Art Work with
Reading, and Other.Language Arts. The two groups of teachers were
not differentiated on Listening .to Poetry and Dramatization.

These findings indicate that there were substantial differences
among, the four methods in the way each group of teachers used instruc-
tional time. In addition, there were also substantial differences
among the.teachers within each of the four methods, as shown in Table

5.53 by the large standard deviations. The largest standard deviation
in that table is for the Basal Reader teachers on All Activities.
Their mean was 163.50 minutes, with a standard deviation of 34.43 min-
utes: Since the mean plus and minus one ,standard deviation-indicates
the. approximate range of the middle 68 per cent, one can conclude that
the middle two - thirds of the Basal Reader teachers varied between 129
minutes and 198 minutes; a quite substantial range.
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It seemed worthwhile to check whether these rather sizable dif-
ferences in use of time were related to differences in class achieve-
ment. This has been done by correlating each Log score with adjusted
class means on the MAT, first for the total group of 38 teachers, and
then for each of the four methods. The results of these correlation
studies are presented in the next two sections.

Correlations with Achievement for All Teachers Combined

An intercorrelation matrix of 73 x 73 variables was compute& for

the total group of 38 teachers. The eight criterion variables were .

the second-grade MAT subtest class means adjusted on the basis.ofthe
first-grade pretests (variables 66-69);.and the second-gradelMAT sub-

test class means adjusted on the-basis of the first-grade posttests.

(variables 70-73). The former are measures of class learning for:the

two-year period, with initial differences in readiness partialled Out.

The latter four are measures primarily of achievement in the:second
grade only, since the means have been adjusted to eliminate the dif7

ferences found on the.first-grade posttests. The correlationa ,pf the

73 variables with the eight achievement measures. are shown in_Table
5.55. The 20 variables derived from the Daily Log are numbered

to 49 in this table.

Considering the major categories first, the r's with achieve-,

ment for Total Time per day and Reading Activities time are Consis-

tently small and not significant. For Supportive Activities time

the r's are consistently negative, although only the r's with Spell-

ing (-.32)are just high enough to reach significance at the .05 level

of confidence.

In CRAFT 1, correlations with achievement were positive and sig-

nificant for Reading time, and were not significant for Total time

and Supportive time. In CRAFT 2, the positive relationship for Read-

ing time disappeared and a slight negative relationship with Support-

ive time appeared, which is significant only for the Spelling subtest.

Reading time was subdivided into six categories: Basal Reader

Time, Experience Chart, Individualized Reading, Sight Words, Phonic

Activity, and Other Reading Activity (variables 33-38). Of these,

only Other Reading Activity shows a significant correlation; it has

positive although low correlations with Reading scores both adjusted

for pretests (.32) and for posttests (.36). This would seem to sug-

gest the desirability of a wide variety of reading activities. Of the

48 correlations between the six Reading sub-categories and the eight

achievement measures, 19 were plus and 29 were minus; this amount of

variation from an even division of 24 and 24 is not statistically

significant.

Supportive Time was subdivided in CRAFT 2 into 11 Categories:

Listening to Stories, Listening to Poetry, Discussion, Writing, Audio-

Visual Activity, A-V with Intermittent Discussion, Dramatization, .Art
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Vork with Reading, Other Language Arts, Social Studies, and Science.

The last two categories (Social Studies and Science) were to be used

only by the BR and PV teachers. These 11*categories are numbered 39

to 49 in Table 5.55.

An inspection of the r's for these 11 categories shows only one

category that has significant correlations. Listening to Stories

has consistently negative correlations with the four MAT subtests.

All four of the r's with MAT adjusted by first-grade pretests are

significant, and three of the four r's with MAT adjusted by first -

grade posttests are significant, at the .05 level. Thus it seems

that in general, teachers who spent more than average time reading

or telling stories to the children obtained below average results.

The obvious implication seems to be: more reading by the children,

less by the teachers.

Of the 88 r's for these 11 categories, 63 are negative and 25

are poBitive, as compared to a chance distribution of 44 and 44.
This.trend toward negative r's is significant at the .01 level

using Chi-Square. Thus, although most of the r's are individually
insignificant, the tendency is for the sub-categories within Sup-
portive Activities to have slightly negative correlations with both

sets of achievement scores. When Social Studies and Science are
omitted the trend is even stronger (59 out of 80).

Correlations with Achievement for the A..roaches and Methods

An effort to find out more about the relationship of instruc-

tional time to achievement was made by getting the correlations
between Reading, Supportive, and All Activities times, and the class

means on the four MAT subtests adjusted by first-grade posttests.
These correlations are shOwn in Table 5.56.

In interpreting these r's,- one must note that the smaller the-

group of teachers, the higher the correlation must be .in order to

be considered significantly greater than zero. Thus, the .05 level

of confidence is reached for 38 teachers with an r of .32; for 20

teachers, with an r' of .44; for 18 teachers,.with an r of .47; for

10 teachers, with an r of.63; and for 9 teachers, with an r of :67.

Most of the correlations in Table 5.56 are not significantly

greater than zero. There are only two apparently significant es.
One is the rof -.66 between Reading Time and MAT Reading, for the

PV teachers. This negative correlation is contrary to expectation;

it tends to become more understandable when the correlations between'

the six kindsof reading activity and MAT Reading are examined, as

will be done below.

The other apparently significant correlation is the r of -.69

between. Supportive Time and Spelling, for the nine LE teacheri. For

this group of teachers the other r's for Supportive Time are similar
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in direction, although smaller. Again, an explanation will be sought
below in considering results for the 11 kinds of Supportive activi-
ties.

It should be noted that in the CRAFT 1 analysis, Reading-Time
was significantly and positively correlated with adjusted 'reading
scores; in CRAFT 2 this is not generally true.

Correlations of S ecific Lo: Cate ories with Achievement b Method.

The correlations by methods were computed only for theIRATAford
Knowledge and Reading subtests as adjusted by first-grade posttests.
This adjustment minimizes the effect of first-grade achievement.on
second - grade. achievement. The results are shown in Table' 5.57..

Within the BR group there is only one significant r, ..69 between
Listening to Poetry and Reading. There were non - significant but posi-
tive r's between Sight Words and both reading scores (.62 and .57),
and between Other Reading and both reading scores (.50 andf..45)';

For the PV teachers the most notable results are the negative.
r's between Phonic Activity and both reading scores (-.61 and -.75),
the latter being significant.' Apparently in this method a saturation
point is reached, and in second grade the PV teachers tended to.get
best results with least time spent on phonics. The negative r's for
Phonic Activity account for the negative r for Reading Time mentioned
above. The r between Basal Reader time and Reading is almost high
enough to be significant (.59).

In the LE group of teachers there was one significantr,..-..68.
between Listening to Stories and Reading. This group of teachers::
spent over 15 minutes per day on this category, and there is a strong
tendency for those who spent more time than that to gat poorer:results.
Seemingly substantial-appearing but non-significant negative r's
were found for Art Work with Reading (-.55 and -.60), for Phonic
Activity (-.50 and -.46), and for Writing (-.45 and -.43). The only
positive r's of substantial magnitude are with Other Reading (.43 and
.60). . .

For the LE-AV teachers none of the r's was high enough to be sig-
nificant. The largest r's are with Dramatization (.65) and Other
Reading (.51).

Whereas in CRAFT 1 the teachers who put most time into activities
distinctive to their teaching method tended to get the better results,
this did not hold true in CRAFT-2. There is no consistent pattern.
There are slight indications that the teachers who had considerable
variety in their reading activities did well, and that large amounts
of time spent on certain kinds of activities, which vary from one..
method to another, can be detrimental.
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8. Analysis of the Results of OScAR R

Results of OSCAR R in CRAFT 1

Forthe official' report of CRAFT 1 results, the 13 OSCAR R

scales were entered in a 54 x 54 intercorrelation matrix (Harris &

Serwer, 1:.'.66a, p.88). The results were disappointing. The 13

OScAR scales were correlated with adjusted class means on. the five

Stanford.subtests and four adjusted individual tests, for the 48

teachers in all methods combined, with not one of the resulting 117

es significant at the, 01 level.

Howeverre-inspection of this table after publication disclosed

a few is that were significant at the .05 level, and which had been

overlooked. Most of these r's were based on all 48 teachers, but

some of the OScAR R scales applied to only one of the two approaches

and were based on 24 teachers.

The. Control scale had negative correlations with all five ad-

justed Stanford scores, and two of these es were significant at the

.05 level(with Word Reading, -.30; and with Paragraph Reading, -.32).

The Total Interchanges scale had significant es.with three Stanford

scores. (with Word Reading, .35; with Spelling, .32; with Word Study

Skills, ..33). The LE-AV scale had a positive correlation only with

Vocabulary.(.42).

ThUs a reexamination of the CRAFT 1 OScAR R correlations turned

up some leads that seemed worth exploring further.. In particular,

it seemed that the more disciplinary statements, the poo.er the read-

ing.scores; and the larger the number of pupil-teacher verbal inter-

Changes,. the better the learning'of word identification skills.

Subieguently a correlation analysis was done separately for each

of the four CRAFT methods, using the first grade adjusted Stanford

class, means for the Word Knowledge and Paragraph Meaning subtests.

These is are shown in Table 5.58. Since the number of teachers in

each. method. was only 12 (11 in LE, because of extended absence of one

teacher), an r must be at least .58 to be significant at the .05

level. Some of the non-significant r's in the .40's and .50's may

be meaningful for these teachers, even though the r does not justify

.
high confidence that a similar result would be found with another

group of teachers.

.. The Empirical LE scale had a significant r only with Word Recog-

nition for the LE teachers. The Empirical SC scale had a significant

r only with.Paragraph Meaning for the LE-AV teachers; the A Priori SC

scale had. an r of .54 (non-significant) for the same group and test.

This result is difficult to explain. The two scales intended to dis-

tinguish between the LE methods seem to have done so. The high AV

scale has positive, significant r's for the LE-AV teachers and nega-

tive, smaller r's for the other LE teachers. This reinforces the
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conclusion based on analysis of the Logs, that spending time with
AV procedures is profitable when the teachers have had training in
the use of AV equipment for the teaching of reading, but unprofit-
able when the teachers have not had such training. The results of
the low AV scale confirm this conclusion, in that the es were plus
for the LE teachers and minus for the LE-AV teachers. The rest of
the scales based on teaching method did not turn up any significant,
relationships.

The .five scales based on the Dynamic side of OScAR R produced
some interesting findings. The Control scale, with generally nega:'
tive r's, had its highest r for the LE-AV teachers,. -.78 with Para-'
graph Meaning. High Control scores, indicating frequent efforts to
maintain discipline, were negatively correlated with reading achieve-
ment in three of the four methods, having is close to ,zero .only for
the PV teachers.

The Positive Motivation scale had positive es with achievement
for both LE methods, with one r of .58, and non-significant is with
achievement for the SC methods. The Negative Motivation scale had a
high (-.69) negative r with Paragraph Meaning for the. LE-AV teachers,
and the other three es for the LE Approach are on the minus side,
although very small; es for the BR and PV methods are positive, al-
though not high enough to be significant. Thus, there is a sugges-
tion that reliance on praise and avoidance of scolding is associated
with good achievement in the LE methods, but not in the SC methods.

The Total Interchanges scale had r's.of :50.and'.54 with Word
Recognition in the two LE methods, and all eight es were on.:the plus
side, reinforcing the low but significant es for the total. group of.
teachers.

The Per Cent Meaningful.Interchanges scale, intereatingly,
had minus r's for the BR. Method and plus r's for the PV Method, sug-
gesting that best results'were obtained by the. BR teachers who'used
more than an average amount of drill, and by PV teachers who used
less than an average amount of drill, within their method.

Results of OSCAR R in CRAFT 2

The OScAR R scores for the second-grade teachers are based on
four sets of observations rather than eight as in the first grade,
and therefore are probably somewhat less reliable. The mean scores
for the four methods are to be found in the table giving means for
methods for 74 variables (Table 5.59). The OScAR R variables are
numbered 13 to 25 in this table.

The mean scores for the four methods show a number of.differences
large enough to be statistically significant (see Table 5.60). As
would be expected, the BR and PV Methods were higher than the LE and
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LE-AV Methods on the Empirical and A Priori SC scales; and the

A Priori LE scale was significantly higher for LE over both BR and

PV. The Empirical BR scale distinguished between the BR and PV

Methods and the Empirical LE high AV scale distinguished between

the LE-AV and LE Methods. These differences were all in the expected

directions and provide additional evidence of real differences in the

teaching methods.

The means for both Control and Negative Motivational Climate

were significantly higher for the BR and PV Methods than for the LE

Method, and BR. was significantly higher than LE-AV on Control. BR

was higher than PV on Per Cent of Meaningful Interchanges. Other

differences between means were not significant at the .05 level.

Correlations with Achievement. For the whole group of 38 teachers

in CRAFT 2 a few significant r's were found; OSCAR R variables are

numbered 17 to 29 in Table 5.55. The Empirical LE scale had consis-

tently positive r's with the adjusted MAT means, and its r with

Reading was significant for both adjusted means. The Empirical SC

scale had a significant negative r with Reading adjusted by post-

tests, and the other r's for this scale were all negative although

smaller. The r's for Control and Positive Motivation with Reading were

not significant while the r for Negative Motivation and Reading was

significant.
The r's with achievement by method are shown in Table 5.61.

Several interesting trends are apparent. The Empirical LE Scale

correlated positively with Reading for the BR and LE-AV Methods, but

close to zero for PV and LE. Conversely, the Empirical SC Scale has

a significant minus r for the BR teadhers, and the Basal Reader

Scale had minus r's for both BR and PV. Apparently the SC teachers

who enriched their programs with language-experience activities

tended to get better results than those who did not. The A Priori

LE Scale had a significant negative r with Reading for the PV teach-

ers, but positive, smaller r's for the other three methods. Con-

versely the Empirical SC Scale had a significant negative r with

Reading for the BR teachers and smaller negative r's for PV and LE.

The A Priori SC Scale had moderate negative r's for the BR and LE

teachers.

These findings based on closeness of adherence to a specific

way of teaching are not completely consistent, but they suggest

that in CRAFT 2 those skills-centered teachers who enriched their

programs with a considerable amount of language experience activity

tended to get better results than thoie who adhered closely to the

skills.program with relatively little enrichment. For the LE and

LE-AV teachers the relationships are less clear. Correlations with

the two LE scales tend to be positive but below significance, sug-

gesting that the LE teachers who emphasized typical LE procedures

did better than those who deviated. The AV program in second grade

seems not to have been very effective, even for the LE-AV teachers.
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The scales from, the Dynamic side of OSCAR R also showed some

significant r's. The Control Scale had generally negative is with
achievement, and these were significant for the PV and LE teachers.

The Positive Motivation Scale had negative r's for the two SC1Meth-

ods (one reaching a significant level) and positive r's for the two

LE Methods (one significant r of .67 with Reading for the LE -AV

teachers). The Negative Motivation Scale had negative r's for the.

BR, PV and LE teachers, and four of the six r's were significant.

Finally, Per Cent of Meaningful Interchanges had negative is for'

the BR teachers.

These results suggest the following interpretations: 11) IhOse

teachers whose lessons were punctuated with'many disciplinary State-.

meats did not produce as good achievement as teachers who used Such

remarks less frequently. (2) In the SC Approach a high frequency of
motivating comments, whether positive or negative, was associated

with poor results, with the evidence clearer for negative motivation.

(3) In the LE Methods negative motivation tended to be associated

with poor results. (4) In the LE-AV Method both positive and mega-

"
tive motivation scores tended to be related to adhievement; pOssihly

this is an indication of teacher effort inthis method, whichsuf-
fered for lack of consultation and equipment during CRAFT 2..

The correlations with achievement of the various OSCAR R scales

indicate that some of the dimensions were significantly related -to

achievement, and that these varied somewhat from method to method.

The main finding is that the Control and Negative Motivation scales

tended to be negatively correlated with reading achieVement. This

does not prove a causal relationship. It may be that high Control

and Negative Motivation scores show efforts by the teacher to:con

trol behavior which was itself a response to ineffectual teaching.

Another finding is that SC teachers who enriched their prograis with

a variety of reading and language arts activities obtained more

growth in reading than those who did not.

9. gTactaTheSanDieoierInvento

of Approaches to the Teaching of Readin&

In June of 1965, before the second-grade instructional program

began, second-grade teachers using the LE Method had the highest

score on the Basic Scale (44.33) indicating greement with that ap-

proach to reading, while teachers in the other three methods had

scores indicating a tendency toward agreement (Table 5.62). Teachers

in all four methods indicated a tendency to agree with the Indivi-

dualized and. Language Experience scale with the LE-AV teachers scor-

ing highest (43.11 and 42.77 respectively) on both scales'and PV

teachers scoring lowest (36.40 and 34.00).

When a statistical analysis was made for the mean scores among

method groups, there were five significant differences (Table 5.63)

These favored the LE and BR teachers over the LE-AV teachers on the
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Basic Scale, the LE-AV teachers over the PV and LE teachers on the

Individualized scale, and the LE-AV teachers over the PV teachers

on the Language-Experience scale. Comparing the results between the

two main approaches, the SC teachers scored somewhat higher on the

Basic scale and lower on the Individualized and Language-Experience

scales; but the differences were not significant.

When the San Diego Teacher Inventory'was given again at the

conclusion of the year, significant changes in the attitudes of

teachers were found (Table 5.62). This was most notable in the case

of the LE teachers. drop in their mean score on the Basic scale .

from 44.33 on the pretest to 34.22 on the posttest is significant

at the .01 level, while changes from 37.44 to 43.88 for the Indivi-

dualized1 from 37.11 to 44.22 for the LE Scale were-signifi-..

cant at the .05 level. These scores indicate a change in attitude

for these teachers from a greater commitment to the basal reading

method at the beginning of the study to a closer identification

with the LE method at the end of the year.

Significant changes were also found for teachers in the BR

Method. They evidenced less affiliation with the Individualized

Scale at the end.of the year, and their mean score of 31.80 on the

Language-Experience Scale indicated a tendency to disagree with that

method by the time of the posttest. Phonovisual teachers moved from

a tendency to agree to a tendency to disagree with the Language-

Experience Scale,. significant at the .05 level. The LE-AV

teachers showed a significant change on the Individualized Scale

from 43.11 to 47.00.

As might be expected from the foregoing, between method compar-

isons reveal numerous significant differences on the posttest favor-

ing the BR and PV methods on the Basic Scale and the LE and LE-AV

methods on. the Individualized and Language-Experience Scales (Table

5.64).

A review of the results indicates that most teachers were more

favorably disposed toward the method they were using by the conclu-

sion of the study than they were when the school year began. Fur-

thermore, the teachers showed less agreement with other scales than

they did with the one which reflected the philosophy behind the ap-

proach they were using.

Relation of San Diego Scales to Pupil Achievement

Intercorrelatipn matrices computed within methods, including

the teachers' scores on the three San Diego scales and eight
achievement measures (four adjusted by. first -grade pretests and

four adjusted by first-grade posttests), indicated no significant

relationships between the measures. Another intercorrelation

matrix. including San Diego scores of all teachers, irrespective
of method, was computed. A section of this 73 x 73 variable
matrix showing correlations of the San Diego scores with the eight

adjusted MAT scores may be found in Table 5.55.
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Results of the matrix computed by method reveal little in the
way of significant relationships between teacher attitude and pupil
achievement. The correlations, although occasionally substantial,,
do not quite approach statistical significance because of the small
number of, teachers participating in any one method (9 or 10).

The three significant relationships found were between. San
Diego posttest scores and achievement variables adjusted by first-
grade posttests. Two of these occur between PV teachers' scores on
the Basic Scale and results on the Reading and Spelling subtests.
Both correlations are negative ( -,71 and -.65) and significant at
the .05 level. All other correlations for the Basic Scale for PV
teachers are also negative. These negative r's contrast with the
positive ones made at the time of the pretest, when the attitude of
the teachers toward the Basic Scale was significantly less favorable
than it was at the conclusion. This would seem to indicate that a
class's achievement in reading tended to decrease as the teacher's
enthusiasm for the PV Method increased. Here, as in the Logs, where
the r between the time PV teachers spent on Phonic Activities and
Reading scores was significantly negative ( -.61 and -.75), it might
be hypothesized that children who were overexposed to components of
the PV Method reacted negatively in consequence. This hypothesis is
reinforced when one notes also that PV teachers became significantly
more accepting of the Basic Scale as the study progressed, and at
the time of the posttest, the mean of 46.80 made by PV teachers on
this scale was the highest of the four groups, and indicated strong,
agreement.

The other significant relationship was that for the LE-AV
teachers between the Language Experience Scale and Reading, .64. All
other LE-AV r's for this scale are also positive, suggesting that
teacher degree of acceptance of language-experience thinking was re-
lated to good results within the LE-AV Method.

Among the BR teachers there was no significant change in the.

Basic scale from pretests to posttests. There
were no significant relationships between any of the scales and
achievement measures. However, on the San Diego posttest there were
consistently plus correlations between the Individualized scale and
all eight achievement measures for this group. These r's ranged
from .25 to .45. Somewhat lower r's, ranging from .14 to .36, were
found between the Language-Experience Scale scores for the BR teach-
ers and achievement; their Basic Scale r's were all very low (.00 -
.23).

Similarly, correlations for the LE teachers were negligible when
comparisons are made between the Language-Experience and Individu-
alized Scales and second grade achievement. However, the.negative
results for these same teachers, ranging from -.30 to -.45 on all
'achievement variables, may well reflect the difference in the pre-
and posttest scores made by these teachers on the Basic. Scale. It.
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may be recalled that this difference, which favored the Basic Scale

at the pretesting, was significantly less so at the time of post -

testing.

On the larger 73 x 8 Table (Table 5.55) there are no signifi-

cant relationships between the San Diego scales and achievement, and

all r's are low. This could be expected since the scores of all

teachers were used, irrespective of method or approach.

In summary; strong commitment to Basic methodology correlated

negatively with achievement for the PV teachers, and not significantly

for the other three groups. The LE-AV teachers whose classes did well

on Reading scored relatively high on the Language Experience Scale.

For the total group of 38 teachers there is no San Diego Inventory

pattern that goes with superior or inferior results.

10. Other Variables

Most of the variables that were correlated with adjusted post-

test class means (Table 5.55) have already been discussed. There are

in that table a number of.other variables to consider. Nearly all of

these had r's with achievement that were of'negligible size.

The two'community measures, median year of education of adults- .

and median adult income, did not show es.significantly greater than'

zero.

Anumber of teacher variables had non-significant, very small

r's:' age, educational level, type of teaching certificate, total
experience, second-grade experience, marital status, and number of

children. Teacher absence had consistently negative r's with achieve-

ment and seven of the eight r's are significant but low. Teacher
quality rating, which was a combination of global ratings on a one
to five scale by the assistant project director and the district read-
ing consultant, had r's that were all positive but ranged only from

.06 to .28, and none were significant.

Another teacher variable-that had -r's approximating zero was
teacher-pupil similarity in ethnic background; the r's ranged from
-.01 to .09, showing that it made no difference in pupil attainment
whether the teacher was white or Negro. Finally, on the Teacher Atti-
tude Toward CRAFT Method Scale all of the r's with achievement were
positive and two (Word Knowledge and Reading, adjusted by pretests)

were significant. Since there were no significant differences among

methods on this scale, this means that in all methods teachers whose

pupils did well tended to like the method better than teachers whose

pupils did poorly.

Pupil absence in first grade had negative but extremely low, non-

significant r's. Pupil absence in CRAFT 2 had seven non-significant
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r's and one that barely reached significance at the .05 level; a
positive r of .33 with Spelling adjusted by posttests. The only
plausible explanation is that this may be one of the extreme fluc-
tuations from zero that tend to occur occasionally if one computes
enough r's.

Class size had consistently negative but .extremely low r's with
achievement both for the CRAFT 1 year and in,CRAFT 2. Finally, the
per cent of CRAFT children in the class had i's too low to be sig-
nificant.

In general, then, the only one of these variables that had a.
consistent relationship with achievement was teacher absence. Classes
whose teachers were regularly present tended to do better than'
classes whose teachers had high absence rates.
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CHAPTER VI

THE THIRD GRADE FOLLOW-UP

The plan for the CRAFT Continuation included a follow-up study
to be conducted when the pupils were in the third grade. Since it
was anticipated that by April of the third grade (when city-wide
reading tests are given) there would be too few CRAFT children re-
maining in their original schools to make possible a control of
teaching method, the follow-up study was designed to locate as many
as possible of the original CRAFT children and to collect and analyze
their third-grade scores on tests of reading achievement.

1. Procedures for CRAFT 3

Procedures for keeping track of the children who left CRAFT
classes during first and second grades have been described in Chap-
ter I. In the fall of 1966 many weeks were spent in setting up a
school-by-school record of the CRAFT children. Of the 1,378 chil-
dren who had taken the first-grade pretests, 1,128 were located
(Table 6.1). Two hundred fifty children could not be located; either
they had moved out of New York City, or their moves had not been re-
corded properly. Of those located, 696 were still attending the
CRAFT schools in which they had started first grade, and 432 were in
other schools (see Figure 3).

The distribution of the located pupils by method and approach
is shown in Table 6.2. The distribution among methods was fairly
even, although the PV Method had a slightly larger number still in
CRAFT schools.

Table 6.3 shows the group and grade distributions of the 1,128
Children who were located. Group I includes the main CRAFT experi-
mental population, those children who were in the CRAFT project from
the first-grade pretests through the second grade posttests and who
were included in the CRAFT 1 and CRAFT 2 analyses. Of the 598 chil-
dren in Group I, 46 were in Grade 2, one was in Grade 1, and 17 were
in special classes that do not take the city-wide achievement tests.
The main third-grade analysis is based on the 489 children in Group I
for whom scores were found on the third grade Metropolitan Reading
Test given in April, 1967. Supplementary analyses were made for
those who had scores on the MAT as of October, 1966 (early in third
grade) and on the New York State Reading test for Third Grade, also
given in October, 1966.

Group II in Table 6.3 includes 371 children who were in the
CRAFT Project in the first grade, but left the CRAFT school between
the first-grade posttests and the second-grade posttests. Those
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children, then, all had one year in the CRAFT classes (up to first-

grade testing in May), and many of them had spent part of the second

grade in CRAFT classes.

Group III includes 140 children who took the first-grade pre-
tests, but left the project before.the first-grade posttests. They

are, in consequence, children with minimal exposure to CRAFT teach-
ing methods, who were not included in either the CRAFT 1 or CRAFT 2

analyses.

It should be noted that 101 children were located in second -
grade classes and six in first-grade classes, a total of 107 who had
experienced non-promotion. In contrast,, four children were located
in fourth grade and two in fifth grade, well under one per cent who
had experienced acceleration.

The lower part of Table 6.3 shows the kinds.of classes in which
the children were located in 1966-67. Of the total 1,128 children,
1,080 were in regular classes and 48 (about four..per cent) were in
special classes in which the city-wide reading tests were not given.

Of the children listed in Table 6.3, those who were in grades
other than grade three, those who were in special classes, and those
whose third-grade test scores were missing-were excluded from the
CRAFT 3 analyses below.

The necessary exclusion of the children not in regular third -
grade classes mainly removed children who were in the lower half of
the distribution of reading ability, and means based on the remain-
ing children are probably a little higher as a result of their exclu-
sion.

Tests

Three reading tests were given city -wide in New York City third-
grade classes during 1966-67. The Metropolitan Advanced Primary,
Form B, was given in October, 1966, with separate answer sheets that
were scored by Harcourt, Brace & World Co. The New York State Read-
ing Test was administered state-wide, also in October; this test pro-
vides raw scores and percentiles, but no grade scores. The Metropol-
itan Elementary Reading, Form A, was administered city-wide in April,
1967, with separate answer sheets which were scored by Harcourt,
Brace & World Co.; scores became available late in June. For brevity
these April reading tests will be referred to below as CRAFT 3 tests.
The Arithmetic Concepts subtest of the MAT was also given in April,
1967, and scores on it were obtained.

Teaching Method

No attempt was made to maintain any control over the assignment
of CRAFT children to third-grade classes, or to influence third-grade
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teaching methodology. Thus, it may be assumed that the classifica-
tion procedures and teaching methods in third grade were. representa-
tive of common practice in New York City elementary schools with
disadvantaged Negro pupil populations. It is customary in such
schools to utilize a modified form of ability grouping; often there
are two main ability groups in a class, and some overlapping of
ability levels between classes. Thus, the heterogeneous grouping
in effect in the CRAFT Project through the first and second grades
was not maintaired ia the third grade.

Most third-grade teachers in New York City use basal readers,
but there is considerable variation in the degree to which the accO.-
panying manuals are followed. General policy fu=rors using a reader
appropriate for the reading level of the group, which for some chil-
dren is considerably below grade placement.

During 1966-67, although new basal readers purchased were mainly
of series emphasizing city life and an integrated cast of characters,
a majority of third-grade classes were probably still using older
books. Official encouragement was given in the city syllabus to in-
tegrating reading instruction with other language arts-and to the
utilization of a variety of enrichment activities, including individu-
alized independent reading.

Since there was no evidence that either pupil classification
policies or instructional methods in third grades in the CRAFT schools
were different from the third-grade policies, and methods in the many
elementary schools to which CRAFT children had transferred, the chil-
dren who were in CRAFT methods through the second grade (Group I) are
considered to have been in third-grade classes that were similar, re-
gardless of whether they were in CRAFT schools or in other schools.
The children in Group II (at least one year in a CRAFT class) are
also assumed to have been in similar instructional programs in second
and third grades.

Statistical Treatment

For Group I, raw score means were computed for each of the three
tests given during the third grade. In addition, the April MAT read-
ing tests were adjusted by a procedure similar to that used in CRAFT
2. The same four first-grade pretests employed in CRAFT 1 and CRAFT
2 adjustments were used as predictor variables in a multiple regres-
sion equation, and a predicted score was computed for each pupil.
The pupil's obtained score was adjusted for the disparity between
obtained and predicted score, and means and standard deviations for
the adjusted scores were obtained for approach and method. This was
done for each subtext. Group results were also obtained for boys and
girls, for the early readers, and for children with and without kin-
dergarten experience. In addition, the April MAT scores for Group I
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were adjusted on the basis of CRAFT 2 posttests, in an attempt to

partial out pre-third grade learning differences and thus to high-

light the amount of reading growth in third grade.

The Child as a Unit.

Reasons were given in Chapter III why the class was used.as the

statistical unit in the main CRAFT.1 and CRAFT 2 analyses. Since

the children in each classroom were all exposed to the same teaching,

and differences among teachers in each method were found to be large

and important, the class seemed the appropriate unit. In drawing

comparisons between CRAFT results and those of other comparative stu-

dies of reading methods, it should be. noted that differences between

means which were no larger than those found in CRAFT have been re-

ported as significant in studies using the pupil as a unit, while the

CRAFT analysis using the class as.unit:found them non-significant.

In CRAFT 3 there were no longer any class units. Even the chil-

dren who remained in the CRAFT schools were assigned to third-grade

classes on the basis of criteria other than CRAFT method. The pupils

who had moved to other schools were scattered through many different.

classes.

It has been necessary, therefore, to use the child as the statis-

tical unit in the CRAFT 3 analyses. Because the number of degrees of

freedom is far. greater when based on nuMber of children than when

based on a much smaller number of claPses,.it maybe expected that

some rather small differences maybe found to be significant. This

complicates. comparison of third-grade results with first and second-

grade results, since different criteria of significance were used.

In an effort to correct for this change of criteria, attention

will be paid to the size and consistency of direction of CRAFT 3 dif-

ferences, as well as to .the question of statistical significance.

2. Pretest Results

The results of Group I on the first-grade pretests are shown in

Table 6.4. Considering first. the totals for the two approaches, the

means for the LE Approach were slightly higher than those for the.SC

Approach on all fourpretests.

Within.the SC Approach, BR surpassed PV slightly on two pre-
.

tests and was slightly lower on two pretests; the subjects in the

two methods were, therefore, approximately equal in initial ability.

Within the LE Approach, LE was slightly higher than LE-AV on two pre-

tests and lower on two, showing approximate equality.

Sex differences were not consistent. Boys and girls were approx-

imately equal on one pretest, boys scored slightly higher on two pre-

tests, and girls scored slightly higher on one pretest. This confirms
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the CRAFT 1 report in which each sex was ahead on three pretests, and
all differences were too small to be significant (Harris & Serwer,
1966a, p. 87).

The pretest results for Group II are shown.in Table 6.5. In com-
parison to Group I, Group II had a higher mean on one pretest, an
equal mean on one, and lower means on two. The differences between
the two groups were small and this fact supports the conclusion stated
in the CRAFT 2 analysis that the CRAFT 2 children were a representa-
tive sampling of the CRAFT 1 population.

Pretest I2sults for Group III, the smallest group, are shown in

Table 6.6. They surpassed Group I. on two pretests, did equally well
on one, and did less well on one. Again, the results eapport the con-
clusion that the children who remained. in CRAFT and those who left
were approximately equal in readiness for reading.

3. Group I Results

Since children in Group I were exposed to the specific CRAFT
teaching methods in both first and second grades, they constitute the
main experimental population. The raw scores.for this group on the
October, 1966, reading tests are shown in Table 6.7.

On the MAT in October, the mean for the SC Approach was slightly
higher than the LE Approach mean on both Word Knowledge'and Reading..

.The differences were small, amounting only to one point of raw score,

and not significant. Wl..hin the SC Approach the PV Method slightly
surpassed the BR, Method'on both subtests by about two points. Within

the LE Approach the LE Method was slightly ahead of LE -AV'on both

subtests. Girls had'a slight advantage over boys in Word Knowledge

in all methods except BR. On the Reading subtest, girls had a sub-
stantial a.Arantage over boys in PV,"LE, and LE-AV, and a slight ad-

vantage in BR.

On the New York State tests, given in October, the SC Approach

means were slightly higher than the LE.Approach means in Word Recog-
nition, Reading Comprehension, and Total; but the differences were
very small in comparison to the variability within approaches. PV

was slightly higher than BR, and LE was slightly higher than LE-AV.

Girls had higher means than boys. All of the mean differences were
small enough to be of no practical consequence.

April Results

The main third-grade test was the Metropolitan Elementary, Form

A, administered city-wide in April, 1967. The raw score results for

Group I are shown in Table 6.8. The Arithmetic Concepts scores were
collected and analyzed to check whether the method of instruction in

reading had any significant relation to achievement in arithmetic..
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The means for the two approaches in arithmetic are sufficiently

close (SC, 23.22; LE, 23.90) so as to rule out any differential

effect on arithmetic for either approach. Among the methods, BR

was lower than PV by three points, a difference that is signifi-

cant at the .05 level. Boys were slightly ahead of girls in BR,

PV, and LE Methods, and the sexes were approximately even in LE-AV.

The differences between pairs of means, however, are too small to

be significant at the .05 level.

Turning to the reading subtests, on Word Knowledge the mean

for the LE Approach was 0.7 points higher than that for the SC Ap-

proach, a difference that falls far short of significance. On the

Reading subtest the mean for the LE Approach was also slightly

higher (LE, 18.81; SC,17.62) and this difference, although only a

little more than one point, is significant at the .01 level (by t-

test).

Adjusted Means

As a preliminary to obtaining adjusted means, the first-grade

pretest, second-grade posttest, and the MAT third-grade April read-

ing tests were intercorrelated. The resulting matrices are shown in

Table 6.9. From these vorrelations, two sets of adjustments were

obtained. One set involved adjusting the CRAFT 3 tests on the basis

of four first -grade pretests. The other adjustments were based on

the three Metropolitan CRAFT 2 posttests. The multiple regression

equations are shown in Table 6.10. The adjustment by pretests mini-

mizes any residual effect of initial differences in readiness, and

the resulting scores represent the cumulative effects of three years

of learning. The adjustment by CRAFT 2 posttests partials out the

differences in achievement present near the end of second grade, and

therefore shows more clearly any differences in learning during the

third grade. The two sets of adjusted scores are shown in.Table 6.11.

Adjustment by Pretests. On Word Znowledge, there was a very small

difference (0.63 point) fav- s the LE Approach over the SC Approach.

The standard deviations were urge, almost as large as the means. On

the Reading subtest there was a small difference favoring the LE Ap-

proach (1.90 points). Within the. SC Approach PV was higher than BR

on Word Knowledge by 5.23 points, a substantial difference, and PV

was also higher than BR on Reading, by 2.26 points. Within the LE

Approach, LE-AV was ahead of LE by 2.74 points on Word Knowledge,

while LE was ahead of LE-AV by 2.92 points on Reading. Comparing the

four methods, FV was the highest on Word Knowledge, and BR. was lowest;

while on Reading LE was highest and BR. was lowest.

Adjustment by CRAFT 2 Posttests. On Word Knowledge the LE Approach

was ahead of the SC Approach by 1.99 points,' a difference that is not.sta-

tistically significant at.the .05 level. This is also larger than.the

raw score difference and the difference adjusted by pretests by about

two points, indicating that the LE children made more progress dur-

ing the third grade than the SC children in Word Knowledge.
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On the Reading.subtest there was a difference in means of 2.84

points favoring the LE Approach over the SC Approach, a difference

which is significantly different at the .01 level. This is larger
than the difference adjusted by pretests but not larger than the raw

score difference. Thus, the two approaches were not significantly
different on Reading either in total three-year achievement or in

third-grade achievement.

Within the SC Approach the PV Method was ahead of the BR Method
on Word Knowledge by 3.61 points and on Reading by 1.47 points; for
the former P is less than .05 and significant (two-tailed test),
while the latter is not significant. The difference for the post-
test adjustment was smaller than it was on the pretest adjustment,
for both subtests, indicating that it took place mainly before the
third grade.

Within the LE Approach, there was a difference on Word Knowledge
of 3.38 points favoring LE-AV over LE which, however, was not signi-
ficant. Similarly, on Reading the LE advantage of 2.19 points over
LE-AV was not significant. The differences between the two LE meth-
ods in third grade fall within the range of chance variations.

Grade Equivalents

The mean raw scores for the main CRAFT population have been
shown in unadjusted raw scores (Table 6.8), and with two kinds of
adjustments (Table 6.11). The grade equivalents corresponding to
these three sets of means are shown in Table'6.12. It should be
noted that for April the norm is 3.7, and the New York City norms
used are about one month more lenient than the national MAT norms.

Looking first at the results of the total CRAFT population,
their mean grade equivalent was 3.4 on both Word Knowledge and Read-
ing. The average retardation of three months is not large consid-
ering the disadvantages affecting the educational adjustments of
these children. Small differences of one month in the total popula-
tion adjusted means are attributable to rounding errors.

Looking next at the unadjusted results of the two approaches,
the LE Approach means are one month higher than thc SC Approach means
on both Word Knowledge and Reading. The advantage, 'chile slight, and

nr3t statistically significant, is a reversal of the comparative
standing at the end of the first grade.

The adjustment by first-grade pretests did not change the mean
grade equivalents for Word Knowledge, but increased the LE lead on
Reading to two months. The same is true for the adjustment by second -

grade posttests. The partialling out of reading readiness slightly
increased the LE lead in reading; partialling out differences in
achievement at the end of second grade also slightly increased the LE

lead.
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Table 6.12

Mean Grade Equivalents for MAT Posttests (April, 1967)
for Children with First through Third-Grade Data

Adjusted by Adjusted by

Method and Approach Unadjusted CRAFT 1 CRAFT 2
Pretests Posttests

SC Approach

BR: Boys

Girls

Total

PV: Boys

Girls

Total .

Total Skills-Centered

Boys

Girls

Total

:LIE Approach

LE: Boys

Girls

Total

LE-
AV: Boys

Girls

Total,

Total LE

Boys

Girls

Total

All Methods

Boys

Girls

Total
1.

W K Rdg. W K Rdg. W K Rdg.

3.3 3.4 3.1 .3.3 3.1 3.3

3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.2 3.3

3.3 3.4 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.3

3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3

3.6 3.5 3.9 3.6 3.6 3.5

3.4 3.4 3.6 3.4 3.4 3.4

3.3 3.4 3.2 3.3 3.3 3.3

-3.4 3.4 3.6 3.4 3.3 3.4

3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.4

3.2 3.4 3.1 3.4 3.1 3.5

3.6 3.7 3.7 3.9 3.6 3.9

3.3 3.5 3.3 3.7 3.3 3.7

3.4 3.4 3.3 3.5' 3.6 3.4

3.6 3.5 3.9 3.5 3.7 . 3.6

3.6 3.4 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.4

3.3 3.4 3.2 3.5 3.3 3.4.

3.6 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.7

3.4 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.4 3.6

3.3 3.4 3.2 3.5 3.3 3.4

3.6' 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.6 3.5

3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.3 3.4
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The analyses of variance shown in Table 6.31 revealed that none

of the differences among approaches or methods was significant

after the pretest adjustment. Therefore, one can conclude that

for the total three-year period there were no significant differ-

ences in reading achievement. On the third-grade posttests, the
LE Approach had slightly higher means than the SC Approach but the
differences were not significant for unadjusted scores or scores

adjusted by pretests. Using the posttest adjustment the LE Method
and Approach were significantly higher on the Reading subtest and

the LE-AV method was significantly higher on Word Knowledge subtest.

These results indicated faster progress by the children in the LE

method and approach during the third grade.

In summary, the SC methods were slightly and non-significantly

ahead at the end of second grade, the LE children showed greater

gains during third grade, and the three-year results are about even.

Sex Differences

In CRAFT 1, differences between boys and girls were small,

inconsistent, and lacking in significance both on the pretests and

on the posttests. On the CRAFT 2 posttests some sex differences

began to emerge.

Unadjusted Scores. The means have bt....A presented separately for

boys, girls and total in Tables 6.7, 6.8, and 6.11. In the dis-

cussion thus far only the totals have been considered. A look at

.
the tables, however, discloses some large and significant sex

differences.

On the April unadjusted raw scores for Word Knowledge and

Reading (Table 6.8), the two sexes had approximately equal means

in the BR Method, but in the other three methods girls were ahead .

by two to four points. For all methods combined girls were ahead

by 2.26 points in Word Knowledge, and by 1.42 points in Reading;

the former difference amounts to three months of grade score and

the latter to one month. The largest difference between boys and

girls was in the LE Method, with girls ahead by four points of raw

score and four months of grade score.

Adjusted Scores. In Tables 6.11 and 6.12 it is evident that the

effect of the adjustments was to increase the differences favoring

girls. The difference favoring girls over boys on the pretest adjust-

ment in the LE Method was increased to eight points of raw score and

six months of grade score in Word Recognition, and five points and

five months in Reading. The difference favoring girls in the LE
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Method was almost as large in the posttest adjustment. Girls also

surpassed boys by six months on Word Knowledge adjusted by pretests

in the LE-AV and PV Methods.

In Reading, the pretest adjustment gave girls a lead of five

months in the LE Method, and the posttest adjustment give them a

four-month advantage. On the other hand, grade equivalents in both

adjustments were equal for boys and girls in the BR Method. In PV,

girls had an advantage of two months for both-adjustments. In LE-

AV the sexes had equal grade scores on the pretest adjustment but

girls had a two-month advantage on the posttest adjustment.

Since boys and girls were equal on the first-grade pretests

and posttests, but girls were ahead in three of the methods by the

third grade, the differences developed during the second and'third

grades. The fact that differences were.increased by the adjustments

indicates that girls tended more than boys to utilize their learn-

ing aptitudes iii second and third grades.

Effect of 'Kindergarten Experience.

The number and per cent of children who did and did not have

kindergarten experience are shown in Table 6.13. The very small

groups who had only a little kindergarten, or who had other.pza -

school experience in addition to kindergarten, have been excluded.

Approximately three-quarters of Group I had. full kindergarten, a

higher percentage than for the total first-grade population. The

percentages varied from a low of 62.9 per cent for BR girls to a

high of 95.6 per cent for LE-AV girls.

The.findings favoring, children with kindergarten experience

over children without such experience was. continued,. for the:most

part, through the third. grade. When all children were compared

irrespective of approach or method (Table 6.14) the kindergarten

group had slightly higher means, which, when converted into grade

equivalent scores (Table 6.15) amounted to a superiority of one

.
month on both Word Knowledge and Reading. Children in the LE Ap-

proach with kindergarten experience also did better than the non -

kindergarten population in the same approach. Differences here

amounted.to five months on Word Knowledge and three months on .Read

ing, both differences being significant at the .01 level. When

children are further compared.by method, kindergarten children in

the BR, LE, and LE-AV Mathods.did better than children without kin-

dergarten experience. For children.in the LE group the difference

was significant on both subtests at the..01 level.

On the other hand, non-kindergarten children in the PV classes

did better than the kindergarten group on both Word Knowledge and

Reading, and these differences, while not significant, were sub-

stantial enough to offset advantages held by BR Method kindergarten
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children, so when comparisons are made using the total SC popula-

tion the non-kindergarteners have higher mean and grade equivalents

on Word Knowledge and similar scores on Reading. Thus in CRAFT 3

we find the first evidence of non-kindergarten children doing as well,

and occasionally better than the kindergarten group.

Looking at the grade equivalent scores for all of the methods

it can be noted that means and grade equivalents for the PV non-

kindergarten group rank first on the Word Knowledge subtests, fol-

lowed by LE and LE-AV kindergarten children, LE-AV non-kindergarten,

BR and PV kindergarteners, BR non-kindergarten children, and finally

LE non-kindergarteners. Similar rankings can be found fo.A: results

on the Reading subtest, although LE children. with kindergarten exper-

ience rank ahead of PV children without such experience.

Comparisons of scores for boys and girls are also given in Table

6.14. 'For all methods combined, the boys did about equally well with

or without kindergarten on both Word Knowledge and Reading. On the

other hand, girls with kindergarten experience did generally better

than girls not having this experience.

In summary, kindergarten children in the LE classes continued

to maintain their advantage over the non-kindergarten group, whereas

the advantages held by the SC kindergarten children through the second

grade were not maintained by the end of grade three.

Early Readers

Of the children who had been identified as early readers at the

beginning of first grade, 40 were located in third-grade classes and

were divided almost equally between the two approaches. The unad-

justed raw score means for the two approaches are shown in Table 6.16.

On the October MAT the two groups were approximately equal on Word

Knowledge and the children in the SC Approach had a lead of four

points in Reading, corresponding to three months of grade score. On

the New York State teats, also given in October, the SC children were

slightly ahead on both subtests and total. However, on the April MAT,

the LE Approach means surpassed the SC Approach means by 5.57 points

in Word Knowledge and by 3.74 points in Reading; although the t's are

not significant for any of these comparisons because the number of

cases is small, the trend was for early readers in the LE Approach to

show accelerated gains between October and April.

These comparisons become clearer when expressed in terms of grade

equivalents, as shown in Table 6.17. The New York State tests are

omitted since they do not have grade norms. Since the October MAT was

irimary II and the April MAT was Elementary, raw scores of the two

testings are not directly comparable but grade equivalents are.

On the October MAT the early readers in both approaches had means

slightly above the October norm, with the grade scores of both groups
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at 3.3 on Word Knowledge, and the SC group ahead on Reading by three

months. On the April tests both groups had arithmetic means at the

norm of 3.7. The SC group had means of 4.1 in both reading subtests,

four months above the norm, and indicating gain at better than an

average rate since the October testing. The LE group had means of

4.7 in Word Knowledge and 4.6 in Reading, an improvement of 1.4 years

in Word Knowledge and 1.8 years in Reading from October.

When the early readers are compared with the total population

and within approaches, there are significant differences favoring

early readers on all subtest comparisons for tests taken in October

and April (Table 6.18) and all but one of these is significant at

the .01 level. Scores for the MAT tests are converted into grade

equivalents in Table 6.19. The October test results indicate that

early readers had grade scores ranging from 2.9 to 3.3, as opposed

to 2.4 to 2.6 for the total group, an eight month advantage on Word

Knowledge and a five month advantage on Reading. The early readers

achieved slightly above national norms on Word Knowledge and slightly

below national norms on Reading.

By April the early readers had increased their advantage over

the total population. This differential was most pronounced in the

LE Approach, where the difference favoring early readers was 1.4 .

yeard on 'Word Knowledge and 1.2 years on Reading. Since the differ-

ences between early readeri and total group in the SC Approach was
somewhat lower than that, the difference between early readers and .

-he total population was similarly reduced, becoming 1.1 years on

Word Knowledge and .8 year on Reading.

Table 6.10 summarizes the 'difference between the early readers

and the total population through the three years of the study and

indicates that early readers not only achieved higher readiness

scores than the total population at the start of the study but con-

tinued to increase that advantage through the third grade.

4. Results for Group II

GroUp II, the third graders who had been part of the experi-

mental population in CRAFT I but transferred out of CRAFT schools

at' some time between the CRAFT.I posttests and the CRAFT 2 posttests,

was somewhat smaller than Group I and included 267 children. Their

results are shown in Tables 6.21 through 6.25. On the October reading
tests-(Table 6.21) the SC means were higher than the LE means or both

subtests of the_NAT and both subtests of the New York State test;

Girls had higher means than boys in both approaches and in three of

the four methods. In LE-AV, however, the slight and non-significant

differences were in favor of boys on the two comprehension subtests

and in favor of girls in the two measures of word recognition.
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The unadjusted means for the April MAT are shown in Table 6.22.

The means for the total Group II are not significantly different from

the corresponding means for Group I. The LE Approach was slightly
higher on Arithmetic, while the SC Approach had slightly higher means

on Word Knowledge and Reading. None of the differenceS was signifi-

cant.

The April MAT reading scores were adjusted by first-grade pre-

tests and the results are shown in Table 6.23. For total groups,

the SC Approach had slightly higher means than the LE Approach.

Among the methods PV had the highest means, followed by LE-AV, BR,

and LE. None of these differences was statistically significant.

Girls had higher means than boys in all comparisons by method

and approach, with the largest differences in the PV and LE-AV meth-

ods. The 37 girls who had been in the PV Method had adjusted mean

grade equivalents of 3.6 in Word Knowledge and 4.1 in Reading, sur-

passing the norm by four months in Reading. For all methods com-

bined, girls surpassed boys by 3.07 points in Word Knowledge and by

5.66 points in Reading. The latter difference corresponds to a dif-

ference of six months in grade score and is significant beyond the

.001 level. The sex differences, then, were larger and more signi-

ficant than any of the differences between approaches or methods.

The distribution of Group II children in regard to kindergar-

ten experience is shown in Table 6.24. For all methods combined,

56.62 per cent of Group II had attended kindergarten. This per-

centage is substantially lower than the 74.27 per cent for Group I.

The percentages varied among the methods, from 67 per cent in LE

to 51 per cent for BR, and the LE Approach had 61.59 per cent as

compared to 51.49 per cent for the SC Approach.

The April MAT scores for the kindergarten-no kindergarten com-

parisons are shown in Table 6.25. All of the differences were small

and in favor of those with kindergarten experience.

5. Results for Group III

Group III contains the children located in regular third-grade

classes who had taken CRAFT pretests in first grade but who had

transferred to other schools before the first-grade posttests. Al-

together 237 children had left the CRAFT classes before the first -

grade posttests, and-96 of them with April MAT third-grade scores

were located. October scores were found for 79 children. The statis-

tical details for these children are shown in Tables 6.26 through

6.30.

The October test results for Group III are shown in Table 6.26.

In comparison with Group I (Table 6.7), Group III had total means

consistently about two months lower. Because of small numbers and
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doubtful representativeness of the subgroups in this table, it does

not seem desirable to make detailed subgroup comparisons.

The unadjusted April Metropolitan results are shown in Table 6.27

and the April results adjusted for first-grade pretests are shown in

Table 6.28. Since the latter table shows the results when differences

in reading readiness have been partialled out, it is the best basis

for judging the third-grade achievement of Group III.' All third

grade children in Groups I, II, and III were combined in the adjust-

ing procedure.

Comparison of the Total means in Table 6.28 with those in Table

6.11 shows, that Group III was substantially lower than Group I on

both MAT subtests. The 'differences amount to .4.99 points in Word

Knowledge and 3.85 points in Reading, corresponding to differences

of three months and four months in grade scores. These differences

are due mainly to the.poor showing of Group III boys in the SC.Ap-

proach, who did considerably worse than boys in the LE Approach.

This is not true of GrOup III girls,

It may be noted that in Arithmetic, Group III did very slightly

better than Group I, and the per cent with kindergarten experience

in Group III'(Table 6.29) was equal Zwthat-for the CRAFT I poOula-
tion (Harris & Serwer, 1966 a, p. 22). 'Thus the poorer third-grade

reading scores for Groap III are not explainable in terms of readi-

ness, learning ability in ariihmetiO, or preschool experience.

Unadjusted means for Group III are shoWn for those with and with-

out kindergarten experience inTable 6.3C, but.the numbers are's.°

small and 'representativeness so uncertain that few conclusioni can be

drawn. The differences between'the 53 children with kindergarten and

the 36 without kindergarten were in favor of the former, but were

small and non - significant.

Analysis of Variance

In an effort to determine whether statistical differences existed

among Groups I, II, and III4in reading achieVeMent when the method by

Which they were taught was isolated, analyses of variance were carried

out and the results are summarized' in Table 6 ;31. 'There were no "sig-

nificant differences between the amount of expoisure to .the CRAFT.Pro-

ject on the Word Knowledge and Reading.subtests for the BR, PV, or

LE-AV Methods when the subtests were adjusted by the pretests. For the

remaining Method', LEL there was a significant difference at the .01

4leve1,avoring Group I'onReading,'ind suggesting that LE. children

who remained in the CRAFT Project for the longest period-Of time bene-

fitted most on aspects of reading comprehension.

Further analyses of variance were carried out to determine whether

the approach ormethod used with boys aid girls had any differentiating

effect on their achievement. These findings are also summarized in

9P
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Table 6.31, and indicate that while there were differences between
boys and girls on several subtests, and an occasional difference
between the approaches or methohis used, there were no significant
interaction effects between sex and methodology. This suggests that
children of either sex can achieve equally, irrespective of the
method or approach by which they are taught.
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CHAPTER VII

THE FIRST-GRADE REPLICATION

The CRAFT plans from the beginning incorporated the hope and
plan that it would be possible not only to carry the original study
through the third grade, but also to repeat the study with experi-
enced teachers and new children. It was believed that such a repli-
cation study would come closer to a natural situation without the
Hawthorne Effect (or with far less of it) and with differences in
rate of learning a new teaching method eliminated as an irrelevant
variable. Although the federal contract for the continuation study
(CRAFT 2 and CRAFT 3) did not include funds for a replication, coop-
erative effort by The City University of New York and the Board of
Education of the City of New York made it possible to carry the
Replication Study.through grades one and two. The grade one proce-
dures and results (Replication 1) are covered in this chapter; grade
two procedures and results (Replication 2) may be found in Chapter
VIII.

1. First-Grade Replication Procedures

The general aim of the Replication Study was to repeat the orig-
inal CRAFT study with only such changes as seemed necessary or highly
desirable.

General Plan

All first-grade teachers who were in CRAFT 1 were invited to
take part in the Replication Study (except those in School F which
did not participate in CRAFT 2). Thirty of the original 48 teachers
took part in 1965-66. Of these, 26 repeated the same four teaching
methods they had used in 1964-65. In addition, a fifth method, a
combination of LE-AV and PV, was developed and called the "Pilot
Method." It was used by four teachers in two schools, all of whom
had used either LE-AV or PV in CRAFT 1. The majority of the 18
teachers who did not take part in the replication study left for
reasons other than the teaching situation (maternity, leaving the
city, promotion to a supervisory position) while a minority expressed
dissatisfaction either with the method they had used, or with the
experimental constraints.

The distribution of classes in the five methods among the 11
schools is shown in Table 7.1. The Pilot Method operated in four
classes in Schools A and B. In nine of the other ten schools there
were both SC and LE Approach classes; the tenth (School I) had'only
two BR classes. The symmetry of the original CRAFT 1 design was
absent, but in most schools a comparison could be made between the
two approaches.
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After a two-week readiness period, pretests were administered.
Instruction in reading began the day after completion of the pre-
tests, and continued for 140 school days. Then posttests were ad-

ministered. Similarities and differences between the original and
replication studies together with elements pertaining to the Pilot

Method are given below.

Teaching Methods

The Pilot Method involved spending 20 to 30 minutes a day

teaching word recognition according to the Phonovisual manual. The

rest of the 180 minutes per day were to be used as in the LE-AV

Method. The BR, PV, LE, and LE-AV Methods were taught as in the

original project.

Instruments

There had been so much criticism of the original pretest bat-

tery by the CRAFT teachers as exhausting and frustrating that a

shorter pretest program was used, consisting of four subtests of

the Metropolitan Readiness Test. All children also took, at pre-

test time, a short word recognition test devised for use in this

project, called the CRAFT Word Recognition Test (see Appendix).

Additional experimental tests (The Macmillan Reading Readiness Test

and a Visual Motor Test) were given to a sampling of the children

to collect standardization data.

Posttests were essentially the same as in the original study.

The Stanford Primary I Battery, Form X, was administered to all

children. The San Diego Pupil Attitude Inventory was also adminis-

tered to all. A randomly selected subsample of two boys and two

girls per class were given the Gilmore Oral Reading Test, the Gates

Word Pronunciation Test, and the Fry Test of Phonetically Regular

Words. Written compositions were obtained from all chi", ren using

the same procedures as in CRAFT 1 and were scored for the indivi-

dually tested subsample.

The Daily Log Form (1230 edition, the same as in CRAFT 2) was

filled out for five consecutive teaching days for five months. The

teachers also filled out the San Diego Teacher Attitude Scale after

the children took the posttests (they had taken this twice before,

at the beginning and end of CRAFT 1). The OSCAR R was not used in

Replication 1 since research assistant time for classroom observa-

tions was not available.

Supervision and Experimental Controls

Although the major part of the supervision provided by the

assistant director and consultants during 1965-66 was devoted to the

CRAFT 2 teachers, a less intensive program was carried out simulta-

neously for the Replication 1 teachers. The number of after-school
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workshop sessions was halved, and nearly all of the sessions were

held on a district basis rather than centrally. The Replication 1

teachers were visited less often, and made requests for help far

less frequently than they had the previous year. In consequence

of the reduced amount of after-school activity required, the stipend

for the Replication teachers was reduced to $100.

Since the Replication 1 teachers retained the reading materials

(and the LE-AV teachers, the equipment) supplied during CRAFT 1,

problems of lack of materials or delayed deliveries were far less

frequent than in the first year. On the whole, the morale of the

Replication 1 teachers seemed better than it had been during the

original study.

The Daily Logs provided a check on use of time, and provided

scores differentiating the teaching methods. The San Diego Teacher

Attitude Inventory also provided information on differentiation of

the teaching methods.

Thl group pretests and posttests were administered by the Cor-

rective Reading teacher of the school. The individual tests were

administered by the district reading consultant. All tests were

hand-scored by the central research staff. The Log forms were aver-

aged as in CRAFT 2, using an IBM 1230 Visual Scanner to get data

cards.

Statistical Treatment

The statistical treatment was modeled very closely after that

of CRAFT 2. Means were first computed for the five methods on the

Metropolitan Readiness subtests. By inspection the differences

seemed large enough to make it advisable to adjust the posttests to

minimize the effects of initial differences in readiness.

A correlation matrix of 17 variables was computed, including

pretests and posttests. The four Metropolitan subtests and the num-

ber of full days of kindergarten had significant is with the Stan-

ford posttests and were selected as predictor variables. Using

these five variables, a multiple regression equation was obtained

separately for each of the Stanford subtests and also for each of

the individual measures obtained for the subsample. For each post-

test a predicted score was obtained for each pupil, and from these

a predicted mean was obtained for the class. The disparity between

the predicted mean and the obtained mean was used to find the ad-

justed class mean. Thus, if the obtained class mean was 22.0 and

the predicted mean was 21.0, the difference of 1.0 was added to the

obtained mean to get an adjusted mean of 23.0. When the predicted

mean was higher than the obtained mean, the adjusted mean was low-

ered; when the predicted mean was lower than the obtained mean, the

adjusted mean was raised.
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The adjusted class means were combined to get means by method
and approach; these were then tested for significant differences
using .analysis of variance and, where indicated, t tests.

Two intercorrelation matrices were then computed, including the
adjusted posttests, the pretests, and all other variables that seemed
relevant. The first matrix, involving 40 variables, included only
the three main Log categories. The second, with 23 variables, in-
cluded all Log variables and -11 "qt--"I posttests. These matrices were
inspected for significant r's with the posttests, and variables with
such r's were selected for additional analyses.

The Teachers

All but two of the 30 teachers were regularly appointed; two LE
teachers were "permanent substitutes." Educational level, shown in
Table 7.2,was reasonably well balanced between the two approaches and
among the four methods. In age (Table 7.3) the LE-AV teachers were
the oldest, with the Pilot teachers next; the range within each method
was at least 24 years. Similarly, the LE-AV teachers had most years
of teaching experience, with the Pilot teachers next (Table 7.4). The
LE-AV group also had the highest mean and median for years of first -
grade experience, with the other four groups fairly well balanced
(Table 7.5).

2. Pretest and Posttest Results

Pretest Results

The means and standard deviations on four subtests of the Metro-
politan Readiness Tests of the children in the two approaches and
five methods are shown in Table 7.6. Children who transferred out
before the posttests were given are not included in this or subse-
quent tables in this chapter. By inspection the differences on the
various subtests were large enough to make it desirable to control
pretest differences by an adjusting procedure. The SC Approach had
higher means on Word Meaning and Matching; the LE Approach had higher
means on Listening and Alphabet. The BR. Method had the highest mean
on Word Meaning and Listening; the Pilot Method had the highest mean
on Matching and Alphabet.

The Replication 1 population could be compared with the CRAFT 1
population on two of the four subtests (Table 7.7). On both, the
Replication means were higher: on Word Meaning, Original mean 5.25;
Replication, 6.04; on Listening, Original, 6.79; Replication, 8.49.

The Replication means were also closer to the mean for the
normative population on both subtests. However, as compared to the
normative population the Replication population was below average on
all four subtests, with approximate percentiles of the means as fol-
lows: Word Meaning, 20th; Listening, 44th; Matching, 27th; and
Alphabet, 32nd.
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The fou- Metropolitan subtests, three measures of preschool
attendance, and ten posttest measures were correlated in a 17 x 17
matrix (Table 7.8). Most of the r's with the Stanford posttests
were in the .30's and .40's. Of the four pretests, the Alphabet
subtest had the highest correlations both with the Stanford sub-
tests and with the individually administered oral reading tests.

Of the three measures of preschool attendance only Number of
Full Days in Kindergarten had statistically significant correla-
tions with the posttests, and those were vary low. The other two

measures had zero values for most of the children and this may have
been the reason for their non-significant r's with posttests.

Correlations with the individual oral reading tests, given to
a subsample of four children per class, were about equal to those
with the Stanford for the Alphabet subtest, but were very low for
the other three readiness subtests. The r's were lowest with the
Fry Test of Phonetically Regular Words and highest with Gilmore

Accuracy.

Correlations of pretests with the San Diego Pupil Attitude
Inventory, a posttest measure of interest in reading, were signi-
ficant but quite low, in the .20's.

Posttest Results for the Total Population

The unadjusted raw score means for the Stanford posttests are
shown in Table 7.9; these means are based on pupils, not classes.
The means for the four original methods and the two approaches are
quite close together on the five subtests; the means for the Pilot

Method are highest on the three reading subtests (Word Reading,
Paragraph Meaning, Word Study Skills) and Spelling, and about equal
to the others on Vocabulary (oral vocabulary). The corresponding

means using the class as unit are very similar (Table 7.10).

Multiple regression equations were computed using the four
Metropolitan Readiness subtests and Full Days of Kindergarten as
predictor variables; the equations are shown in Table 7.11. The

Metropolitan subtests all had significant weightings, but kindergar-

ten attendance had zero weight. Apparently any beneficial effect of
kindergarten was incorporated in the pretest scores, and when those
were partialled out there was no residual kindergarten effect.

The adjusted results for the Stanford subtests, computed from

the scores of the individual pupils, are shown in Table 7.12. For

the four original methods the changes were small; BR means were
lowered slightly on four tests, PV means rose on all five tests. LE

means were lowered on four tests, LE-AV means were raised on all

four subtests. The Pilot Method improved substantially on all sub -
tests except Vocabulary, increasing the differences between the

Pilot Method and the four original methods.
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To correspond with the statistical procedure of the original
CRAFT study, adjusted means for methods and approaches were also
computed using the class as the unit. After a predicted score was
obtained from the multiple regression equation, a mean of predicted
scores was obtained for each class. The difference between obtained
mean and predicted mean was used to adjust the obtained means. This

procedure was followed for each Stanford subtest and also for the
tests given to the subsample of four children per class.

The adjusted Stanford means based on he class as the unit are
shown in Table 7.13. The differences from the means utilizing the
pupil as the unit (Table 7.12) are very small, in most cases less
than one fifth of a point.

An analysis of variance was computed for each adjusted Stanford
subtest for the two approaches; one of these for Paragraph Meaning
is shown in Table 7.14. None of these analyses disclosed a differ-
ence significant at the .05 level. There were, then, no significant
differences between the SC Approach and the LE Approach on the ad-
justed Stanford subtests.

An analysis of variance was also computed for each adjusted
Stanford subtest for the five methods. Four of these analyses did
not show significant treatment differences, but the fifth, for Word

Study Skills (Table 7.15), disclosed a difference significant beyond
the .01 level. This was obviously due to the considerably higher mean
for the Pilot Method on this subtest. In Word Reading, Paragraph Mean-
ing, and Spelling, the advantage of the Pilot Method was not large
enough to show a significant difference in the analysis of variance.

The grade equivalents corresponding to the adjusted means for the
five methods are shown in Table 7.16. The differences in grade scores

are much smaller than the differences in adjusted .raw score, shown in

Table 7.13, due to the fact that one month of grade score usually covers
three adjacent raw scores in the norms for this test. The Pilot Method

had means of 1.8 in Spelling and Word Study Skills (equal to the norm)

and 1.7 in Word Reading, being the highest on those three subtests. On

Paragraph Meaning the LE and Pilot Methods were similar .at 1.6, just one-

tenth of a grade ahead of the other three methods. On Vocabulary the

PV and LE-AV Methods were equal at 1.5 and the other three methods were

one-tenth lower.

Com arison of Ori inal and Replication First Grade Results

The main reason for conducting the Replication Study was to attempt

to eliminate, or diminish as much as possible, two possible sources of

error. The first was Hawthorne Effect, the generally facilitating influ-

ence of knowing that one is taking part in something new and experi-

mental and that results are to be carefully measured. It was expected
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that Hawthorne Effect, if present during the original study, would

wear off by the end of the first year or early in the replication

year. The second was rate of learning to teach by a new method.

It was hypothesized that the LE Approach was learned more slowly

than the SC Approach and that the LE results might show a differen-

tial gain during replication.

The Replication 1 means are compared with the CRAFT 1 means in

Tables 7.17 to 7.21 based on adjusted class means. On Word Reading

(Table 7.17) the LE and Pilot Methods gained, LE-AV remained approxi-
mately the same, and PV and BR lost. Analysis of variance reveals a
difference between Pilot and other meth.ads significant at the .05
level, but no significant difference between the two years.* On
Paragraph Meaning (Tble 7.18) the LE and LE-AV Methods gained
slightly and the other three methods lost slightly, but none of the

differences was significant. On Vocabulary (Table 7.19) the five
methods had very similar means in both years and none of the differ-

ences were significant. On Spelling (Table 7.20) the Pilot teachers
had a substantial lead over the other four methods, significant at
the .01 level. However, they had an even greater lead in CRAFT 1
than in Replication 1, and their Replication 1 mean was lower than
their mean the year before. In Spelling the LE, LE-AV, BR, and
Pilot Methods all had lower means during the second year, and only
PV had a. slight gain; differences between the two years were not sig-
nificant. Word Study Skills (Table 7.21) was the only sub test which
showed both a significant difference between the Pilot Method and the
other methods, and also a significant change from first year to sec-
ond, with PV and Pilot gaining about three points each, and BR losing
nearly eight points.

To summarize the above findings, the Pilot Method was signifi-
cantly superior to the other four methods on Word Reading, Spelling,
and Word Study Skills. However, the Pilot teachers had been either
PV or LE-AV teachers in CRAFT 1, and only in Word Study Skills did
they show a significant gain using the Pilot Method as compared to
their original method. When their adjusted grade score means are
compared for the two years (Table 7.22) it is evident that they did
equally well both years in Paragpaph Meaning, did slightly better
the first year in Vocabulary and Spelling, and did better the second
year only in Word Redding and Word Study Skills. The generally
superior results of the Pilot Method, then, seem to be due more to
being taught by above-average teachers than to the method itself,
although there was some improvement in word recognition skills. The
results of the second year of the Replication Study will help to
determine how general and how lasting the good effects :of the Pilot

Method were.

*The Pilot teachers had taught PV or LE-AV in CRAFT 1; all other
teachers taught the same method, both years.
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Results of the San Diego Pupil Inventory

On the San Diego Inventory of Pupil Attitude the means for the
approaches and methods all fell within a very narrow range, 18.35
to 19.09 (Table 7.23). Even when computed with the child as a unit,
the largest difference (between LE and BR) is not significant.

In CRAFT 1 the SD Pupil Inventory means were as follows: BR,

17.20; PV, 14.98; LE, 15.87; LE-AV, 15.58. The differences between
BR and the other three methods were significant.

It is evident,therefore, that SD Pupil Inventory scores were
higher in all four methods in Replication 1 than in CRAFT 1, and that
there was no significant difference among methods or between ap-
proaches in Replication 1.

Subsample R2sults

The subsample of four children per class was checked for repre-
sentativeness by comparing subsample means with class means on the
Stanford Paragraph Meaning test. In the 30 classes, 19 differences
favored the class mean and 11 favored the subsample mean, well within
the range of chance fluctuations from a 15-15 split (Chi-Square Test).
In none of the 30 classes was the difference between subsaMple mean
and class mean significant at the .05 level (t-tests). The subsample,
therefore, is a reasonably representative sample of the Replication 1
population.

The subsample results for the individually administered oral
reading tests are shown in Table 7.24. The Gilmore Oral Reading Test
provided two scores, a grade equivalent for Accuracy and a raw score
for Rate. Of the two, Accuracy is the more important, as Rate is of
little consequence in first grade. On Gilmore Accuracy the Pilot
Method was highest and above the grade equivalent norm at 2.16, the
Skills-Centered Approach was approximately at the norm of 1.8 with
a mean of 1.75, and the LE Approach was lowest with a mean of 1.45.
Differences between methods within each approach were very small.
On Rate the two Skills-Centered methods were substantially ahead of
the other three methods.

On the Gates Graded Word Pronunciation Test, a list selected on
the basis of word frequency, the Pilot Method was far ahead of the
other methods with a mean of 11.56; second was BR with 8.08, followed
by PV, LE, and LE-AV.

On the Fry Test of Phonetically Regular Words there was an even
greater difference; the Pilot mean of 12.75 was far ahead of the
other methods, all of which had means below 1.0.

When these means were adjusted, the only pretest that had suf-
ficient correlations with the individual posttests to warrant
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partialling it out was the Metropolitan Alphabet subtest, and that
was the only predictor used. The adjusted means are shown in Table
7.25. The general effect of the adjustments was to increase the dif-
ferences noted among the unadjusted means. The Pilot means were
raised substantially on Gilmore Accuracy, Fry, and Gates, and lowered
slightly on Gilmore Rate. The BR. means were raised slightly on
Gilmore Accuracy and Gates, raised substantially on Gilmore Rate, and
lowered slightly on Fry. 11 . LE and LE-AV means were lowered on all
four measures. Rowever, nearly all the S.D.'s were greatly increased,
so that the relative differences were not changed very much.

The effect of the adjustments, then, was to confirm the Pilot
Method's lead over the other four methods on Gilmore Accuracy, Fr7,
and Gates, reinforcing the impression that this method was outscand -
ing in Replication 1 in developing word recognition and oral reading
skills. The SC Approach pupils achieved a grade level on these
tests, while the children in the LE Approach did quite poorly on
them. The greatest superiority of the Pilot Method was on the Fry
Test on which both PV and Pilot Methods should have shown to advan-
tage. However, the regular PV classes did no better than the BR
and LE-AV classes. Despite evidence above that the Pilot teachers
had been superior teachers in CRAFT 1 as well as in Replication 1,
the outstanding results of the Pilot Method on the subsample mea-
sures do not seem to be explainable entirely on the basis of teacher
superiority.

Unadjusted results for three measures based on the Writing Sam-
ple are shown in Table 7.26. On the number of running words, a mea-
sure of composition length, Pilot was highest, followed by BR, PV,
LE-AV and LE in that order. The same rank order held true on number
of words spelled correctly. On Mechanics Ratio, a measure of cor-
rectness of usage and punctuation, all means fell within a very nar-
row range.

3. Teacher Variables

Teacher Logs

It was not possible to make as thorough an analysis of the Daily
Log data in Replication 1 as had been done in CRAFT 1 and 2.

An.intercorrelation matrix of 40 x 40 variables was computed,
which included the adjusted class means on the posttests. This matrix
is shown in Table 7.27. Four Daily Log variables were included in
that table and are numbered 36 to 39. The posttest variables are
numbered 23 to 32.

The LE vs SC Approach scale measures the degree of agreement
with one or the other of the two approaches. The only significant r
between this scale and posttests is with Gilmore Rate, -.44.
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time for all activities had non-significant r's with all posttests
except Gilmore Accuracy and Rate, for which the r's are low and nega-
tive. Reading Activities Time has no significant r's with posttests.
Supportive Activities Time has negative r's with Stanford Spelling
and with Gilmore Accuracy and Rate; the r's are significant. Be-
cause of the small number of teachers in each method, r's for the
separate methods were not computed.

The means for Reading Time, Supportive Time, and Total Time are
given in Table 7.28. The SC teachers devoted more time to Reading
than to Supportive Activities. BR teachers spent a little more time
on Reading and less on Supportive than PV teachers. In contrast, the
LE Approach teachers again spent substantially more time on Support-
ive than on Reading Activities. This was particularly true of the
LE-AV teachers, who spent only 66.8 minutes per day on Reading as com-
pared to 101.2 minutes on Supportive. Although the r's with Reading
Time are not significant, it may not be a coincidence that the LE-AV
Method had the lowest achievement, and also spent least time on Read-
ing Activities.

The intercorrelations of 20 Log variables with adjusted Stanford
class means on Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, and Word Study Skills
are shown in Table 7.29. It should be noted that results of the Log
analysis in CRAFT 1 had been discussed with the teachers at the first
workshop meeting in Replication 1, and individual teachers probably
made some changes in their use of time.

In general, there is a notable lack of correlation between Daily
Log variables and reading. None of the r's with Word Reading or with
Paragraph Meaning is significantly greater than zero. For Word Study
Skills there is a negative r of -.41 with Experience Chart Time, a
negative r of -.59 for Art Work with Reading, and a plus .42 with
Phonic Activities.

Since these r's are based on the total groups of classes includ-
ing all methods, some r's that might have been significant within a
particular method may have been cancelled out by putting contrasting
methods together.

San Diego Teacher Inventory

The Replication 1 teachers filled out the San Diego Teacher
Inventory three times: at the beginning of CRAFT 1, at the end of
CRAFT 1, and at the end of Replication 1. At the beginning of CRAFT 1
the teachers in all methods showed a slight preference for the Basal
scale and differences among the four methods were not significant. By
the end of CRAFT 1 the BR and PV teachers scored higher on the Basic
scale and lower on the Individualized and Language-Experience scales,
while the LE and LE-AV teachers scored lower on the Basal scale and
substantially higher on the Individualized and Language-Experience
scales.
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By the end of Replication 1, this trend was even more marked
(Table 7.30). Of 18 comparisons within the origina3 four methods
16 showed differences of significant size. The BR and PV Groups
showed strong agreement with the Basal scale, moderate disagreement
with the Individualized scale, and strong disagreement with the
Language-Experience scale. The LE and LE-AV groups showed strong
agreement with the Language-Experience scale, agreement with the
Individualized scale and slight disagreement with the Basic scale.
Differences within each approach were small and not significant.

Very interestingly, the Pilot group, whose method was a com-
bination of Language Experience, Audio-Visual, and Phonovisual fea-
tures, gave San Diego responses typical of the teachers in the LE
Approach. They scored even higher than LE and LE-AV on the Language -
Experience scale, and their means on the other two scales were very
close to the LE and LE-AV means.

Teacher Competence Rating

The rating of teacher competence had r's with the posttests
that were generally positive but quite low. Four of the r's, how-
ever, are significantly greater than zero for Stanford Word Reading
and Word Study Skills, Gates, and Fry. Thus there are significant
r's with the teacher's results in developing word recognition skills,
but not with comprehension or oral reading of meaningful material.
It is not surprising, therefore, to find that the mean competence
rating (Table 7.31) was highest for the Pilot teachers.

Other Teacher Variables

Several other teacher variables are included in Table 7.27.
Teacher age has no significant r's with posttests. The same 4s true
of total number of years of teaching experience and years of first-
grade experience. Teacher absence also had no significant r's with
posttests. Class size had one significant r, -.43 with Stanford
Vocabulary, which is not a reading test.

4. Other Variables

Community Variables

Two measures based on census tract data were included in Table

7.27: Median Years of Adult Education, and Median Income. Since
these measures were based on the school's neighborhood they were the
same for all classes in a particular school. This should decrease
the chances of obtaining significant r's. Nevertheless, Median Edu-
cation shows significant r's with Word Study Skills, Gilmore Accu
racy, Gates, and Fry, but not with Paragraph Meaning. Median Income
is correlated .42 with Gilmore Rate, but has no other significant r's.
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In view of the positive is between neighborhood education and
posttests, it was a fully justified precaution to have both a Skills-
Centered Method and a Language-Experience Method in each school as
originally planned in CRAFT 1.

Pupil Variables

A number of pupil variables may be found in Table 7.27. The
four Metropolitan Readiness subtests had been partialled out, so
they should show non-significant is with adjusted posttest means.
This is generally true, since only five of 40 is are significant.
The child's chronological age has positive r's with Stanford Word
Reading, Vocabulary, and Word Study Skills; this is probably an arti-
fact of the adjusting process. It is interesting that with differ-
ences in readiness partialled out, age emerges as a significant
variable. Fortunately there were no significant age differences
among the method groups.

As expected, the amount of pre-first-grade school experience
had no significant is with adjusted posttests. The adjustment pro-
cess equates the children for readiness, and any benefits from pre-
school experience seem to be shown in large measure in higher readi-
ness scores.

The CRAFT Word Recognition Test was a short, 10-item test that
was used in place of the Detroit Word Recognition Test to locate
early readers in Replication 1. The results showed this to have been
a mistake, as the test had poor relirgiility and did not have a signi-
ficant r with any of the reading posttests. It has not been possible
to do a study of early readers in Replication 1 because the test that
was to be used in identifying them proved to be inadequate.

A final pupil variable is Pupil Absence. Absence rates were
generally low and very much alike for the five methods. While nine
of the 10 is with posttests ere negative, they are all very low and
non-significant.
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CHAPTER VIII

THE SECOND-GRADE REPLICATION

During 1966-67, while the third grade follow-up data were being
collected, the Replication 1 children were taught by second-grade
teachers who had been in CRAFT 2 the preceding year. The plan was

to stay as close to the CRAFT 2 procedures as possible.

1. Replication 2 Procedures

The Schools

The schools were the same as in Replication 1 except that
School D dropped out, leaving 10 of the original 12 CRAFT 1 schools.
The distribution of classes by method in Replication 2 is shown in
Table 8.1. In comparison to the 30 classes in Replication 1, there
were 25 classes in Replication 2, divided among the methods as fol-

lows: BR, 6; PV, 5; LE, 5; LE-AV, 5; Pilot, 4. The Pilot Method

operated in two schools as in Replication 1. In seven of the eight
remaining schools there was at least one SC class and one LE class.

The Pupils

By the time the Replication 2 posttests were given in April,
the mean class size was 27 pupils in the entire project and in each
of the four methods. However, additional pupils had left during the

year since the Replication 1 posttests. They had been replaced by
Children transferring into the school, and by a few children who were

repeating the grade. The distribution of Replication children (the
experimental population, who were in project classes taught by a
specific method from first-grade pretests through second-grade post-
tests), children who entered project classes at some time after the
first-grade pretests, and holdovers, is shown in Table 8.2.

For the entire project population of 695 children there were

405 Replication children. These comprised 58.3 per cent of the sec-

ond-grade children. The per cent of Replication children was fairly
even in the PV, LE, LE-AV, and Pilot Methods, ranging between 61.4

and 67.9 per cent. In BR, however, only 43.8 per cent of the final

second-grade pupils were Replication children.

The distribution of Replication and non-Replication children by

method and school is shown in Table 8.3. The mean number of Replica-
tion children per class was only 12.3 in the BR Method, while the

other methods had means between 16.8 and 18.0.
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The Teachers

The 38 second-grade teachers in CRAFT 2 were invited to con-

tinue, if possible, in Replication 2. However, there were only 30

first-grade classes in Replication 1, and these diminished to 25

second-grade classes in Replication 2. School D withdrew from the

study at the close of the 1965-66 year, and in other schools the

pupil attrition in a particular method necessitated the consolida-

tion of two classes into one. In the Pilot Method there were enough

pupils to maintain four classes, but only three second-grade teachers

were available who had taught by the PV or LE-AV Method in CRAFT 2.

A teacher who had taught the Pilot Method in Replication 1 volun-

teered to teach by the same method in Replication 2. This was, then,

her third year in the project: CRAFT 1, Replication 1, and Replica-

tion 2. Twenty-one of the other 24 teachers were repeating the

method they had used in CRAFT 2. The class taught by the former first-

grade teacher is included in all of the analyses below except the com-

parisons of Replication 2 with CRAFT 2 results, in which her class had

to be omitted because she had not taught in CRAFT 2.

Means and S.D.'s for such teacher characteristics as age, total

years of experience, and years of experience in second grade, are

included in Table 8.4. None of these characteristics was signifi-

cantly correlated with achievement in Replication 2.

The Instruments

A city-wide testing with the MAT Primary I Word Knowledge.and

Reading subtests took place in October, 1966, under the usual con-

ditions of administration by the classroom teachers. Scores for this

testing were obtained and results may be found in the tables of means

and r's.

In April, 1967, the Metropolitan Advanced Primary, Form A, was

administered. The subtests on Word Knowledge and Reading were used

on a city-wide basis with separate answer sheets which were scored

by Harcourt, Brace and World Co. The subtests on Word Diserimiaation,

Spelling and Arithmetic were also given (in a hand-scored edition)

during the same week in Replication 2 classes, and were subsequently

scored by research assistants. The San Diego Pupil Inventory was

administered during the same week in the Replication 2 classes. A

Writing Sample was also collected in Replication 2 classes. All test

administration in Replication 2 classes was conducted by the correc-

tive reading teacher in the school, with the teacher helping as a

proctor.

During the same week in April a subsample of four children per

class was tested individually with the Gilmore Oral Reading Test,

the Gates Word Pronunciation, and the Fry Test of Phonetically
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Regular Words. These tests were administered, as before, by the

district reading consultant.

All children who were in the Replication 2 classes took the

MAT tests. The analyses below, however, are based on the Repli-

cation children, those who were taught in CRAFT classes in first

and second grades and for whom scores were available on first-grade

pretests, first-grade posttests, and second-grade MAT posttests.

Additional measures on the pupils included amount of indepen-

dent reading, recorded by the teachers as in CRAFT 2, ratings of

eagerness to read and maturity of choices, and pupil absence.

The teachers, who had filled out the San Diego Teacher Atti-

tude Scale at the beginning and end of the year in CRAFT 2, took

this questionnaire once more after the Replication 2 posttests were

completed. At about the same time they filled out a scale entitled

Attitude Toward CRAFT Method which provided a measure of degree of

satisfaction with the method used by the teacher in Replication 2.

The teachers also filled out Daily Logs as in CRAFT 2.

Teaching Methods

The four original CRAFT Methods were taught as in CRAFT 2.

The four Pilot teachers (three from CRAFT 2, one from Replication 1)

had to develop the combination of second-grade PV and LE-AV proce-

dures during Replication 2.

Supervision and Experimental Controls

The amount of time given by the consultants during Replication 2

was reduced from what it had been in CRAFT 2, and corresponded more

closely to Replication 1. The number of workshop sessions was re-

duced and all (except one at the beginning of the year, and one in

June that was more of a social function) were held locally by dis-

tricts. The director and assistant director met with the consultants

monthly. The assistant director visited all.of the classes. In ad -

dition9 each reading consultant visited the classes in her district.

Class visits were followed by discussions in which suggestions for

the improvement of teaching were made. As in Replication 1, the
stipend for Replication 2 teachers was $100.

The project was unusually fortunate in that all four of the

reading consultants who started with CRAFT in June,.1964, continued

through January, 1967, which included five of the seven instructional

months in Replication 2. Two of them took leaves of absence during

the semester beginning February, 1967. One was replaced by a new

reading consultant who was trained in the project's methodology by

her predecessor, and the other was replaced temporarily by an early

childhood consultant who had been with CRAFT since the beginning and
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was very, well versed in the methodology. In the opinion of the pro-

ject staff this change of consultant personnel, which took place two
months before the final achievement tests were given, did not materi-
ally affect the results.

The audio-visual consultant who had been assigned to the CRAFT
Project shortly before the CRAFT 2 posttests, was authorized to con-
tinue through the Replication 2 year, so that the LE-AV and Pilot
teachers had the benefit of continuing AV consultant service.

The Replication 2 teachers were able to retain the materials
and equipment supplied to them during the CRAFT 2 year; only work-
books needed to be replaced. Complaints of missing materials or
equipment were far less frequent than in CRAFT 2, and teacher morale

seemed higher.

Adherence to assigned method was checked by, analysis of the
Daily Logs, the San Diego Teacher Attitude Inventory,,. and the class-

room visits by, the assistant director and consultants.

Statistical Treatment

The statistical treatment was similar in general design to the
Replication 1 and CRAFT 2 procedures. An intercorrelation matrix
based on individual pupil scores was computed for a total, of 41 first-

grade and second-grade variables. The four Metropolitan Readiness
subtests were used as predictor variables in multiple regression,.
equations used to adjust the second-grade MAT subtests-by, pretests.
The five first -grade Stanford scores were used to adjust, the second-.

grade MAT subtests by, posttests. The subsample measures were ad-
justed only, when the r's in the 41 x 41 matrix were large enough.
Thus Gilmore Accuracy, and the Writing Sample measures were not ad-

justed, while Gilmore Rate, Gates, and Fry, were adjusted by, pretests.

Class means and S.D.'s for approaches and methods were obtained
for raw scores and adjusted scores, using the class as,unif. Grade

equivalents for the raw and adjusted means were also obtained.

A final intercorrelation matrix of 60 x 60 variables was then
computed from which the is of the eight adjusted posttest class

means with each of the other 52 variables were obtained. Means and
S.D.'s were obtained by method for each of the variables in that

matrix. The means and t's for the 60 variables were inspected for
variables other than teaching method that may, have influenced the
results.

2. Replication 2 Results for the Total Population

Pretest Results

.Since the number of classes was smaller by, five than in Replica-
tion 1, means were computed for the first-grade pretests and are
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shown in Table 8.5. These means differ from those computed in Repli-

cation 1 not only, in number of classes, but also in the loss of a

substantial number of children. The majority, of the means are

slightly, higher than the corresponding means in Replication 1, but

the differences are very, small, and on the Alphabet subtest, which

had the highest r's with posttests, the mean for all methods combined

was slightly lower in Replication 2 than in Replication 1. The final

Replication 2 population did not differ significantly, from the final

Replication 1 population on any of the first-grade pretests or post-

tests.

The first-grade posttest results for the final Replication 2

population are shown in Table 8.6. While there are minor differences

from the means reported in Chapter III, the basic trends are similar.

The main differences are in the Pilot means, which are somewhat

higher, suggesting that there was a greater tendency for inferior

readers to leave those classes during second grade than in the orig-

inal four methods. The differences among methods in Table 8.6 are

sufficient to justify partialling out first-grade posttests in order

to emphasize the results of second-grade instruction.

'Mad usted posttest Results

The unadjusted raw score means on the 'MAT posttests are shown

in Table 8.7. The SC Approach had higher means than the LE Approach

in all five subtests. The Pilot Method had higher means than both

approachei in all five subtests. Within the SC Approadh, BR was

ahead of PV on Reading, Word Knowledge, and Arithmetic, while PV was

ahead of BR on Word Discrimination and Spelling. Within the LE Ap-

proach, LE was ahead of LE-AV on all five subtests.

'Adjusted Results

The 41 x 41 intercorrelation matrix is shown in Table 8.8. Since

this is based on the scores of 405 pupils, some very, low r's in this

table are significantly, greater than zero, but many of the signifi-

cant r's are not high enough to be of much use for prediction pur-

poses. In this table the second-grade tests are numbered 26 to

41. The r's between the four Metropolitan Readiness subtests and

the MAT posttests (variables 28-31) seemed to justify, using the pre-

tests as predictors. There were no r's high enough to justify ad-

justing Gilmore Accuracy, the San Diego Pupil Inventory, or the Writ-

ing Sample measures. Metropolitan Matching and Alphabet subtests

were used for adjusting the Gates and Fry scores, and Alphabet alone

for Gilmore Rate. Multiple regression equations for the MAT post-

tests predicted by, the pretests and first-grade posttests for the

total population are shown in Tables 8.9 and 8.10 respectively.

The differences between approaches and methods which are reported

in the next few pages have been checked for statistical significance

by, analysis of variance with generally, non-significant results. De-

tails are given in a separate section below. Thus, in pointing out a



difference between approaches or methods, the comment is restricted

to a result of the present study, and does not imply, that a differ-

ence in the same direction could confidently be expected if the

study were to be repeated.

The means of the MAT subtests adjusted on the basis of the

first-grade Metropolitan Readiness pretests are shown in Table 8.11.

Comparing approaches, the SC Approach surpassed the LE Approach by,

somewhat larger differences in all three reading scores and in spell-

ing than in the unadjusted means shown in Table 8.7. The Pilot

Method was slightly, lower than the SC Approach in Reading, but main-

tained its lead over SC in the other three subtests and was well

ahead of the LE Approach on all four subtests.

Within the SC Approach the effect of the pretest adjustment was

to raise the PV means in all four subtests and especially, in Reading;

the BR means were lowered slightly, except in Reading. On the ad-

justed means BR and PV were approximately, equal in Reading and Word

Knowledge, while PV shJwed a slight lead in Word Discrimination and

Spelling.

Within the LE Approact-, LE showed a lead of one to three points

over LE-AV in adjusted means on all four subtests.

Looking at all five methods, on Reading, BR was highest, fol-

lowed closely, by PV, and then by Pilot, LE, and LE-AV. On Word

Knowledge, Pilot was highest, followed by LE, PV, and BR closely

bunched, with LE-AV lowest. On Word Discrimination, Pilot was high-

est, followed by PV, BR, LE, and LE-AV. On Spelling, Pilot was

highest, followed by PV, LE, BR, and LE-AV.

The results of the adjustment using the five first-grade Stan-

ford subtests as predictor variables are shown in Table 8.12. This

adjustment partials out differences in first-grade achievement and

emphasizes the effects of learning during the second grade.

The SC Approach was three points higher than the LE Approach

in Reading and Word Discrimination, one point higher in Word Knowl-

edge, and less than a point higher in Spelling. The hypothesis

that the LE Approach would show greater gain than the SC Approach

during Replication 2 was not supported by this evidence.

Comparing the Pilot Method with the SC Approaches, Pilot was

over two points lower in Reading, less than a:point higher in Word

Knowledge, and over a point higher in Word Discrimination and Spell-

ing. The Pilot Method was consistently, ahead of the LE Approach, by

less than a point in Reading, by over a point in Word Knowledge and

Spelling, and by, over four points in Word Discrimination.

Within the SC Approach BR was slightly, ahead of PV in Reading

and Word Knowledge, while PV was a bit higher in Spelling and, over
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two points higher in Word Discrimination. Within the LE Approach

LE was consistently, higher than LE-AV, by about three points in

Reading, Spelling, and Word Discrimination, and by, nearly, five points

in Word Knowledge.

There was no support for the hypothesis that the LE-AV Method

would show marked improvement in Replication 2. It should be noted

that the LE Method .by itself was slightly, ahead of the means for the

SC Approach in Word Knowledge and Spelling, and slightly, lower in.

Reading and Word Discrimination. The LE Method was also ahead .of

the Pilot Method in Reading and Word Knowledge and not much lower in

Spelling and Word Discrimination.

On the posttest adjustment, then, it seems appropriate to con-

clude that the LE-AV Method was disappointing in Replication 2 and

that the other four methods were nearly, equal in second-grade learn-

ing.

Grade Equivalents

. The grade equivalents corresponding to the means adjusted by,

first-grade pretests are shown in Table.8.13. Since theseare the

results of two years of learning adjusted to equate for initial dif-

ferences in readiness, they, provide abetter basis for judging the

total learning. in Replication 2 than either(the.unadjusted results;

or the posttest adjustments.' For ease. of comparison, the Replica-

tion 2 means are.phown along with the corresponding.meanit:for.:CRAFT 2.

Looking-first at the results for all methods combined, Replica-

tion 2 was one month higher than CRAFT 2 in.Spelling, two months'

higher in Reading, one month higher in Word Discrimination, and'one

month lower in Word Knowledge. In comparison with the norm.of 2.7

for testing in April, the Replication 2 mean was one month below in

Reading and Word Discrimination,' and two months below in.Word,Knowl-'

edge and Spelling. Coneidering the disadvantaged population, these'

results may, be regarded as highly, satisfactory. ,

The Replication 2 SC Approach means improved over the CRAFT 2

means in Reading and Spelling, equalling :the norm in Reading. In

Word Discrimination the SC.mean'remained at the norm of 2.7. In

Word Knowledge there was a loss from slightly, above the norm to

slightly, below it.

For LE Approath comparisons, there were slight gains in Reading

and Word Discrimination, no change in Word. Knowledge, and a two month

gain in Spelling..

Comparing the.two Approaches for,Rerlication 2, SC was higher

than. LE by, three months in Reading, four months in Word Discrimina-

tion and two-months in Word Knowledge and Spelling.

However, most of the difference
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is due to the poor showing of the LE-AV Method; differences between
SC means and those for the LE Method by, itself are only, two months
in Reading and Word Discrimination, one month in Spelling, and there
is no difference in Word Knowledge.

The comparison of the Pilot results in Replication 2 with re-
sults of the. classes taught by, the same teachers in CRAFT 2 provides
an opportunity to differentiate between the effect of the specific
method and the expertness of the teachers using it. It may, be noted
in Table 8.13 that the Pilot mean grade equivalent decreased by two
months in spelling, one month in Reading and Word Discrimination,
and remained constant in Word Knowledge.

Grade equivalent scores adjusted by, first-grade posttests re-
vealed results similar to those reported above. .

'Results for Reading Interest Measures

The results of measures that are related to the interest of the
children in reading and the nature and amount of their voluntary,
reading are shown in Table 8.14.

On the San Diego Inventory of Pupil.Attitude'the means for all
five methods fell within a very, narrow range (17.89'to 19.34) and
are not significantly, different.

The scores for Books Read Completely, and Books Read.Partially
were based on reports turned in by, the teachers for a one-conth
period, in February and March. Since for every, method the S.D.'ex-
deeds the mean on these variables, it is evident that the distribu-
tions are markedly skewed and that the means are strongly, affected
by, the high scores of a few avid readers.' For this reason the dif-
ferences among methods are difficult to interpret. For example, the
mean for Books Read Completely, was 7.86 for PV and 2.21 for BR. How-
ever when one notes the S.D. of 11.34 for PV, theisignificance of
this difference is questioned.

The teachers rated each child for Eagerness to Read .and Maturity,
of Choices. The ratings for Eagerness are within'a fairly narrow
range, with BR being the lowest method. On maturity the
range is again .fairly narrow. Since the rating stan-
dards used by, the different groups of teachers may not have been
equivalent, small differences are of doubtful reality even if sta-
tistically significant. It may, be noted, however, that BR had the
lowest means on the San Diego Pupil Inventory, the number of books
read, and on teacher rating of eagerness to read.

/

Results of the Subsample Measures.

The unadjusted results of the oral reading tests given individ-
ually to a sample of.four children per class are shown in Table 8.15.
On Gilmore Oral Reading Accuracy, scored in grade equivalents, there
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was practically, no difference between the means of the SC and LE Ap-

proaches. The means for all methods fell between 3.04 and 3.47, a
relatively, narrow range, and all methods were well above the norm of
2.7. PV had the highest mean and was four months higher than BR.
LE and LE-AV were approximately, equal.

On Gilmore Rate, a measure of
level, the mean difference between
The LE Method had the highest mean

doubtful value at second-grade
the two approaches was small.
rate and LE-AV the lowest.

On the Gates Word Pronunciation Test the difference between the
two approaches was practically, nil. On the Fry Test of Phonetically
Regular Words the SC Approach was three points higher than the LE
Approach, due mainly, to the poor showing of the LE-AV Method.

The Pilot MethA was next to lowest on Gilmore Accuracy, but
was highest by a substantial margin on the Gates and Fry word lists.

The Gilmore Rate, Gates, and Fry scores were adjusted using the
Metropolitan Readiness Alphabet and Matching subtests. The regres-
sion equations are shown in Table 8.16 and the adjusted results are
shown in Table 8.17. The trends shown in Table8.15 are increased
in terms of differences between means, but the S.D.'s are greatly
increased and the relative size of the difference tends to be less-
ened by the adjustments.

The results for the measures based on the Writing Sample are

shown in Table 8.18. On the whole, differences among methods were
small in comparison .to the variation within methods. The BR Method

was highest in Number of Running Words, Number of Different Words,

and Number of Words Spelled Correctly. The PV and LE Methods were
about equal on these three measures, and the LE-AV and Pilot Methods

were also approximately, equal and lowest. In Number of Polysyllabic

Words LE was highest, BR, PV, and Pilot were about equal, and LE-AV

was lowest.

Analysis of Variance Results

One way, analyses of variance were run by computer for the MAT

scores adjusted by pretests and by, posttests, and for the subsample

measures. The results are summarized in Table 8.19. There were 16

analyses for comparison of approaches and another 16 analyses for

comparisons of the five methods in Replication 2. Table 8.19 omits

most of the statistical details and shows only, the degrees of free-

dom and the F value for each analysis.

The results of these analyses may be summarized very briefly:

not one statistically, significant difference. Consistently the vari-

ances within methods were so large in relation to variances between

methods as to prevent the F ratio from reaching a significant level.



Even on the Fry Test, on which the Pilot Method had a substantial -
appearing lead, F fell short of significance at the .05 level.

A. more complicated analysis of variance was carried out for
each MAT subtest adjusted by pretests, and also adjusted for post-
tests. In this the Pilot Method was compared with the other methods,
and a comparison was made of Replication 2 results with the CRAFT 2
results of the same teachers. An example is shown in Table 8.20 for
MAT Word Discrimination adjusted by, pretests and 12 analyses are
summarized in Table 8.21. None of the F's, whether for differences
among the four original methods, difference between Pilot and other
methods, or differences between the two years, is significant for
this or the other MAT subtests, whether adjusted by pretests or by,
posttests.

Similar analyses were made for the subsample measures. Even on
the Fry Test, on which fairly large differences in means of raw
scores were increased by, the adjustment, the variance within methods

was increased still more and the highest F value was 1.59, well short
of significance. These are also summarized in Table 8.21.

Comparison of Boys and Girls*

Comparisons were made between boys and girls on several tests,
including the pretest battery (Metropolitan Readiness) and the two
posttests (Stanford Achievement administered at the end of Replica-
tion 1 and Metropolitan Achievement given near the conclusion of
Replication 2).

Pretest results indicate uneven findings. The boys in Replica-
tion 1 had higher mean scores than girls on Word Meaning and Listen-
ing and the girls surpassed the boys on Matching and Alphabet. Sev-
eral of these differences are significant (Table 8.22), especially
when the total population is used for purposes of the comparisons.

Similar results are found in Table 8.23 where comparisons for
boys and girls in Replication 2 are again made on the pretests. Boys
show superiority, over girls again on Word Meaning and Listening, ex-
cept in two instances where method by method comparisons are made.
Girls do better than boys on Matching and Alphabet when the total
population is compared and when the sexes are compared by approaches.
When children in methods are compared, PV boys do better than the
girls on both of the subtests.

Because of the differences noted on the pretests, posttests re-
sults were adjusted to correct for the differences. However adjusted
scores on both the Stanford and Metropolitan posttests were so similar
to the raw scores that the following report excludes any, reference to
the adjusted scores.

*Results for CRAFT boyi and girls participating in both Replica-
tion 1 and 2 are reported here since data for the Replication 1 study,
were not available at the time Chapter VII was written.
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Replication 1 scores for boys and girls are revealed in Tables 8.24

and 8.25. All but one of the comparisons favor the girls, although
few of these differences are significant and grade equivalent dif-
ferences are negligible, rarely, exceeding one month.

Most of the significant differences favoring the girls are
found when the total population is used, irrespective of method or

approach. 11-re girls were better than boys on three of the reading

subtests and on spelling. Converting the means on these results
into grade equivalent scores, the differences are never greater than

one month on :the reading subtests.

Using grade equivalent scores for these same populations, the
mean achievement on the five subtests for the girls was slightly
higher than 1.5 and for the boys, slightly, higher than 1.4. The

range of these grade equivalent totals is narrow; 1.5 - 1.7 for the

girls, and 1.4 - 1.5 for the boys, except in the Pilot Method.

Comparing the sexes on the basis of approach and method, girls
out-scored boys in every instance except three. The reversal in

scores favored the boys in the BR and PV Methods and in the SC Ap-

proach on Vocabulary. The differences, however, are not significant.

In the Replication 2 findings (Tables 8.26 and 8.27)the girls con-
tinued to maintain their advantage over boys. Mean score and grade
equivalent differences indicate female superiority in all but a few

instances. The differences favoring boys are slight and appear only,

in the LE -AV means for Word Knowledge and Reading. Differences fav-

oring girls on the grade equivalent scores range from one month to

1.2 years, and a majority of the differences are significant.

In summary, the advantages held by girls over boys in Replica-

tion 1 were maintained and increased through Replication 2. Only in

LE-AV classes did boys enjoy a higher score than girls, and these

differences were slight and non-significant. These findings are simi-

lar to those for CRAFT 1 and CRAFT 2.

Comparison of Kindergarten and Non-Kindergarten Children

Children in Replication 2 classes were used in carrying out a
statistical analysis for children who had and who had not attended

kindergarten. Results on the Metropolitan Readiness Test (October,

1965), the Stanford Achievement Tests (April, 1966), and the Metro-
politan Achievement Tests (April, 1967) were obtained. Number of

children taking each set of tests were based on the Replication 2

population only, and varies slightly in that the N for kindergarten

children ranged from a low of 226 on the MAT results to a high of

230 on the Stanford results. Fifty-five non-kindergarten children
took the two posttests and 56 took the pretests. Results of the

tests are found in Tables 8.28 through 8.32.
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On the pretests, shown in Table 8.28, the total kindergarten
group did significantly, better than the non-kindergarteners on three
of the four subtests and slightly higher on the fourth. Similar ad-
vantages for kindergarten children were found when they were divided
into approaches and methods, with only, two exceptions. In these
latter instances, the children without kindergarten did somewhat bet-
ter than the kindergarten group on Word Meaning in the BR group and in

the SC Approach.
Means and S.L.'s for results of the Stanford posttests can be

found in Table 8.29 along with grade equivalent scores in Table 8.30.
Here the findings reveal significantly higher results for kindergar-
ten children on nearly, every, comparison. Only in three instances
were non-kindergarten children superior, and these children were in
the LE classes.

In general kindergarten children achieved at a Stanford grade
equivalent level of 1.5 as compared with 1.35 for non-kindergarteners.
Almost all of these differences were significant. Comparing kinder-
garten children by, approach, the SC group scored slightly higher than
the LE children on three subtests.

An analysis by methods reveals an uneven picture. In the kin-
dergarten group LE did better on Word Reading, Paragraph Meaning; the
BR children, on Vocabulary and Spelling; and the PV children, on Word
Study Skills. However, non-kindergarten children in the LE classes
surpassed all other groups on three of these same tests: Word Read-
ing, Paragraph Meaning, and Spelling. These findings are contrary, to
those found in CRAFT 1 where the kindergarten program appeared pri-
marily to benefit the LE children.

However, by, the end of Replication 2, when the MAT posttests
were given, the LE kindergarteners had surpassed the non-kindergarten
group on all four MAT subtests (Tables 8.31 and 8.32) although the
differences were slight.

All comparisons in Replication 2 favored the kindergarten group,
sometimes by substantial margins. The SC kindergarten children, for
example, averaged four months better than the non-kindergarten chil-
dren in the same classes and their mean score on the four subtests
approximated the. national norms. The SC kindergarten children also
averaged scores of two months higher than their LE counterparts, and
kindergarten children in the BR classes did better than all other
children.

Summarizing the findings after two years of exposure to CRAFT
instruction, kindergarten children had consistently higher scores
than non-kindergarten children, and those kindergarteners in the SC
Approach and the BR. Method had the highest means. These findings
represent a reversal of findings in the CRAFT 2 study, where the LE
children appeared to benefit most from kindergarten.
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3. Relation of Teacher Variables to Outcomes

In order to locate variables other than teaching method that
had significant relationships with the second-grade results, class
means were obtained for 60 variables and a 60 x 60 matrix of inter-
correlations was run by, computer. Rather than presenting and attempt-
ing to analyze the entire matrix, only the r's with the HAT subtests,
adjusted for pretests and posttests, will be analyzed in this report.
The r's of the four MAT subtexts with the 60 variables are shown in
Table 8.33.

Since these r's are based on 25 classes, there are 23 degrees of
freedom and the minimum r required for a P of .05 is .396. Although
it was possible in CRAFT-1 and 2 to compute correlations with out-
comes separately, for each method, the small number of classes in Repli-
cation 2 (four to six classes per method) made it impractical to com-
pute r's for the separate methods.

The teacher variables in Table 8.33 begin with no. 26, Teacher
Competence Rating. This was the average of ratings on a one to five
scale by, the assistant project director and the district-reading con-
sultant. None of the r's for this variable are significant, indi-
cating that teacher competence as perceived by, the raters during
classroom visits and discussions with the teachers is not signifi-
cantly associated with pupil achievement.

Similarly low and non-significant correlations are found for most
of the teacher variables. There are no significant r's for teachers'

age, total years of teaching experience, experience in second grade,
class size, competence rating, teachers' absence, or ethnic similarity
batween.teacher and pupils. Teacher competence ratings are shown in

Table 8.34.

The San Diego Teacher Attitude Inventory

The three scales of the San Diego Teacher Attitude Inventory pro-
duced just one significant r, that between the Individualized scale

and Spelling adjusted by, pretests. Since it seems doubtful that
classes which spent a large amount of time on individualized reading

were given more spelling drill than in the other methods; this result

suggests that those classes which engaged in a substantial amount of

independent reading may, have made incidental gains in spelling.

The results of the S-D Teacher Inventory are shown in Table 8.35.

The SC Approach teachers scored significantly, higher on the Basic

scale than on the Individualized and Language-Experience scales. BR

teachers scored somewhat higher on Individualized and Language-Experi-

ence scales than the PV teachers did. The teachers in the LE Approach

scored equally, high on the Individualized and Language-Experience

scales and were significantly, higher on both than on the Basic-scale,

and there was little difference between the LE and LE-AV teachers.
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The Pilot teachers showed a unique. pattern, being significantly, higher

on Individualized than on both Language Experience and Basic, but not

significantly highet on Language Experience than on Basic.

Thus the S-D Teacher Inventory confirms the presence of signi-

ficantly differentiated patterns of teaching in the Replication 2

teaching methods.

Teacher Attitude Toward CRAFT Method Scale

The Rating Scale of Teacher's Attitude towards CRAFT Method

was devised during 1966-67 to get at the teachers' degree of.satis-

faction with their assigned teaching method, willingness to use. it,.

.again, to recommend it to other teachers, etc. A copy, may, be found.,

in the Appendix. It was filled out by, all Replication,2 teachers

near the end of the year.

On a scale from zero to 50, all means for methods fell between,
37:6 and 46..0, a fairly, narrow range indicating generally high.satis-,

faction (Table 8.36).. The Pilot and BR means were the two highestl.,,
and significantly, higher than LE-AV which was lowest. All other:

differences between methods were non-significant. Since LE-AV was

lowest both in teacher satisfaction and in pupil achievement,-: it-,As

not surprising to find a low but significant correlation between this

scale and adjusted achievement. scores (Table 8:33),. ,

The Daily Log variables are numbered 44 to 60 in Table 8.33.,.

Although Reading Time had significant r's with outcome measures
CRAFT 1, there are no significant r's for Reading Time, Supportive

Time, or Total Time in Replication 2. None of the six categorieS Of.
Reading Attivities had any significant r's.

.AmOng the Supportive Activities, the only, categories with signi7.

ficant r's were Social Studies and Science categories, which were used

only, by the SC teachers.. Social Studies had significant es of .43.
with .Reading adjusted by pretests.and .59 with Beading adjusted

posttesti; Science had significant r's of .48 with Reading adjusted,

by pretests, .40 with Word Discrimination adjusted by, posttests, and

.55 with Reading adjusted by posttests. Evidently the use of substan-

tial time on Social Studies and SCience by, teachers in the SC Approach

was associated with performance above. expectancy, in reading comprehen-

sion.

In CRAFT 1 and 2, in which the number of teachers per method-var-

ied from nine to 12, r's were computed by method as well as for the

total group of teachers, and some significant findings emerged. It may,

be that the lack of significant r's in Replication 2 is due to the

cancelling effects of putting together the Log results of teachers in

126



the five methods. However, the small number of teachers in each
method (four to six) in Replication 2 made it impractical to do
r's for method.

The mean times for the 20 Log variables are shown in Table 8.37
and 8.38. It is clear that the SC teachers spent more than half of
their time on Reading Activities, less than half on Supportive Activi-
ties, and much less than the requested 30 minutes per day on Social
Studies and Science. The LE teachers spent more than half of their
time on Supportive activities and less than half on Reading Activities.
LE teachers spent much less time on AV Activities and AV with Discus-
sion than the LE AV teachers. The Pilot teachers had high means in
both Phonics and Individualized Reading.

Thus the Logs again show that each teaching method had distinc-
tive features. The general lack of significant correlations with
outcomes should not be taken as contradicting the CRAFT 2 results,
which showed some interesting relationships when is were computed
separately by, method.
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CHAPTER'IK

.11W.C"....111111,

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In Chapter I a number of speCific objectives were

Chapters V through VIII.the data bearing on these objective

been presented in 'detail, year by, year. With such an abundance

trees,'it is hard to see the forest. In the discussion below, an

effort is made to bring together and consider the total evidence

related to each of the major objectives, integrating the results of

the fiveyears of data collection rather than treating each year as

a discrete unit.

listed. In
have

of

1. Achievement of the Total Experimental Population

One of the objectives was to find out how the total CRAFT pop-

ulation would achieve in reading and related language arts under

the experimental conditions. So far as possible, conditions other

than method of teaching and pertinent materials were kept represen-

tative for the schools in which the project operated. Class size

wao kept at the average size for the grade. Pupils were initially,

selected at random from the entering first graders. Teachers parti-

cipated on a voluntary, basis. They, were assumed to be representative

of the teachers in their schools, since they, ranged widely in age,

experience, education, and rated competence;

At the beginning of first grade the pupils, who were Negro

children attending schools located in ghetto neighborhoods of New

Cork City, scored well below the national norms on readiness tests.

The Replication group too, although they, scored slightly, higher in

readiness, were still well below the norm.

On the Stanford Achievement Primary I, Form X, given as posttests

in both CRAFT 1 and Replication 1, the mean grade scare for all

methods combined was approximately 1.5 which, althoughlelow the norm

of 1.8, was considered satisfactory, for this population.

On.tests given near the end of second grade (Metropolitan

Achievement Tests, Primary II) the mean grade equivalent for the

total population in CRAFT-2 was 2.3 in Reading and Spelling and 2.4

in Word Knowledge and Word Discrimination. In Replication 2, the

mean grade equivalents were 2.6 in Reading and Word Discrimination

and 2.5.in Word Knowledge and Spelling. The Replication teachers

achieved higher class means the second time than they hcd with the

first group of pupils.

The Replication 2 results demonstrate that with experienced
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teachers whose
that included in -s
second graders perfo

otivation was heightened by experimental conditions
rvice training and supervision, disadvantaged

ed very, close to the norm in reading.

Third grade results (CRAFT 3) have been obtained for the chil-
dren in the original study. The results show mean grade equivalents
of 3.4 in Reading, and 3.3 in Word Knowledge, in April. The growth
in reading during the third year was .9 years in Reading and .8
years in Word Knowledge. After three years of instruction, the
third grade experimental children were; then, three to four months
below the norm.

How the Replication children will do in third
be discovered if a follow-up study, of them is made.
2 results warrant the hope that Replication 3 results wi
those of CRAFT 3.

grade can only
The Replication

11 surpass

2. CoMparison of CRAFT with Non -CRAFT Children

Two comparisons have been made which indicate how the CRAFT chil-
dren compared in achievement with those who entered the experimental

classes late, and with those who left them early.

In CRAFT 2 the late entrants were found to have lower achieve-

ment results than CRAFT children, but only, in the PV Method were

these differences found to be statistically, significant. Those who
left the project during the first grade also achieved lower results

than the CRAFT pupils.

A rough comparison is possible between the third-grade results

in the CRAFT.schools in 1963 (the year before the beginning of CRAFT)

and the CRAFT third graders. Third grade school medians for 1963

were listed in.the CRAFT 1 report (Harrii & Serwer, 1966 a, p.13).

Although most of the CRAFT analysis has utilized means, school medians

were computed for the third grade CRAFT children in order to make

comparisons with past achievement results.

The .median of school median grade equivalents in Word Knowledge

was 2.8 in 1963 and 3.1 in 1967. The corresponding medians in

Reading were 2.95 in 1963 and 3.4 in 1967. In Word Knowledge the

range of school.medians was 2.5 to 3.5 in 1963; while in 1967 the

range was 3.0 to 3.6. The range in Reading was 2.6 to 3.4 in 1963

and 3.2 to 3.9 in 1967.* Thus.there.seems to have been a substan-
tial general improvement, which is most marked in the schools with

lowest initial achievement.

*This comparison became available after the typing of Chapter VI

had been completed.
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3. Comparison of Approaches and Methods

The main comparison in CRAFT was between the Skills-Centered
Approach and the Language-Experience Approach. On first and second
grade posttests the SC means were slightly, higher than those for
the LE Approach in Reading and Spelling in terms of both raw and
adjusted scores. This was true in CRAFT 2 and was found again in
Replication 2. In Replication 2, SC means were higher than LE Ap-
proach means and when converted into grade equivalents showed dif-
ferences of three months in Reading, four months in Word Discrimi-
nation, and two months in Spelling.

However, the differences in outcomes among the classes within
each approach were far greater than the differences between the
means for the two approaches. Numerous analysesof variance have
been carried out, and consistently, the difference between approaches
failed to meet the test for statistical significance.

It should be noted here that all analyses of variance were
carried out. tieing the class mean as the statistical unit. Where
the individual child was used as the unit and simple t -tests were
employed -- a far less rigorous approach -- some of the differences
appeared significant. The staff of this project believes that the
more conservative practice of using analysis of variance based on
class unite is the preferred procedure.

The third grade Metropolitan city-wide test given in April,
1967, provided the final criteria scores for the three-year CRAFT
Continuation Study. The means for the LE Approach were for the
first time higher than the St means, both on unadjusted and adjusted
scores, but when tested by analysis of variance the difference con-
sistently, fell within the range of-chance variability.

To summarize, the SC Approach had a small and non-significant
lead over the LE Approach during the first two grades in both the
Continuation Study, and the Replication Study. In the Continuation
third-grade follow-up the LE gains were larger than the SC gains,
and for the three-year period the LE Approach ended with a slight
and non-significant advantage. Essentially all methods ended even.

The accelerated gain for LE during the third grade, in which
most of the children were taught by, variations of the BR Method,
leads to interesting speculations. Three alternative hypotheses
have some plausibility: (1) It is possible that the reading vocab-
ulary, used in the third grade reading materials filled in gaps in
the reading vocabulary, of LE children, so that their reading vocab-
ularies coincided more closely with the vocabulary sampled in
standardized tests. (2) It is possible that the emphasis placed
on oral language and enriched experience in the first two grades
contributed to the third grade LE gains. (3) It is possible that
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systematic skills reviews in third grade may have filled gapi in the
phonic and structural analysis skills of the LE children and thus
have allowed their general reading competence to grow.

Regretfully, the CRAFT data do not provide evidence on the basis
of which a choice can be made among these alternatives. Staff opin-
ion favors the conclusion that all three factors were involved to
some extent.

BR vs. PV. There is currently, a great interest in the respective
values of beginning teaching methods which stress the word recogni-
tion or decoding aspects of reading, as compared to approaches which
stress meaning. According to the reports from the Coordinating
Center (Bond & Dykstra, 1966; Dykstra, 1967), in representative,
middle-class populations a variety, of methods which stress decoding
in early reading instruction obtained better results than those ob-
tained with conventional basal readers. The same conclusion is
retched in a current book (Chall, 1967).

A brief summary of the five years of CRAFT results is as fol-
lows: whether combined with basal readers or with a language-
experience method, intensive phonics has failed to show a decisive
advantage in reading, or even an advantage that is statistically
significant.

In the original first-grade CRAFT study, most of the differences
between BR and PV were too small to be significant; the two signifi-
cant differences (in Paragraph Meaning and in S-D Pupil Inventory)
favored BR. In CRAFT 2 there were some differences favoring PV,
mainly in tests of word recognition, but none of the differences was
significant. On the third-grade follow-up the two SC methods were
again very, similar in their results. In Replication 1 and 2 the two
methods ended the second grade with identical adjusted grade equiv-
alent means of 2.7 on MAT Reading, equal to the norm. On other sub -
tests, and particularly, on the oral reading and word recognition
tests given to the subsample, PV was ahead but not by, a statistically
significant margin. CRAFT results do not show superiority, for a
strong emphasis on decoding with disadvantaged children. CRAFT re-
sults are similar to those of the second Nashville study (Dunn et.
al., 1967), in which control classes using basal readers did as well
as those using i/t/a or Words in Color, both of which stressed sound -
symbol associations.

Pilot. The Pilot Method represented an effort to test the combina-
tion of PV phonics with language experience and audio-visual meth-
odology. At first glance the results for the Pilot Method looked
very, good. A careful analysis disclosed that the Pilot teachers in
both first and second grade had done as well or better with their
original methods (PV or LE-AV) as they did with the Pilot Method on
most measures.
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The pretest scores provide a plausible explanation for the
lack of significant advantage for the PV or Pilot methods. On the
Murphy-Durrell Phonemes Test, a readiness subtest measuring audi-
tory, perception for sounds within words, the CRAFT population had
done very poorly, with a mean falling within the bottom one per
cent of the normative group (Harris & Serwer, 1966a, p. 59). This
finding confirms several research studies which have reported poor
auditory, perception among Negro children. The CRAFT children as a
group had shown a marked lack of readiness for learning by, a method
that relies heavily, on ability, to perceive and discriminate sounds.
In contrast, their highest readiness score had been on Murphy-
Durrell Learning Rate, a test.of readiness to learn by, a look -and-
say, procedure. Since the children taught by, procedures stressing
sound-symbol associations did as well as those taught in other ways,
it is evident that this disparity in initial readiness was overcome
during the course of instruction.

The Basal Reader Method. In planning the CRAFT research design
three major precautions were taken to 'ensure that the BR Method
would constitute an experimental method rather than be a control
method in the usual way. The first was to treat it on a par with
the other methods in workshop sessions, class visits by, project
staff, etc. This procedure 'should have diminished if not eliminated
differences in the Hawthorne Effect. The second was to insure
that the BR teachers received complete basal materials, including
teacher's manuals, workbooks, and word and phrase cards. The third
was to emphasize repeatedly the importance.of covering all activi-
ties recommended in the manual including the phonic and structural
analysis activities. These three precautions would, it was hoped,
allow a fair comparison of the. BR Method with the other methods.

The results show that under these conditions the BR. Method can
produce results that are not significantly, different from those ob-
tained in other CRAFT methods. Of particular interest is the simi-
larity of BR results and PV resulag.

LE vs. LE-AV. For the original CRAFT 1 results the LE-AV classes
with full-session schedules had done equally as well as the SC meth-
ods and better than the LE Method. During the year in which both
CRAFT 2 and Replication 1 were conducted, there were prolonged in-
terruptions of AV consultant service and two replacements, so that
the LE-AV Method did not really have a fair tryout. During CRAFT 3
and Replication 2 the disappointing results of the previous year
probably, served as a continuing handicap.

The CRAFT results for LE-AV are probably not representative of
the best that can be done with such a method for disadvantaged chil-
dren. However, they, do provide evidence that this method requires
a high level of teacher training and support, as well as expensive
materials and supplies, if it is to be effective. CRAFT results
failed to provide justification for the expenditures indicated.
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Achievement Patterns. In Replication 2 the mean grade score of
3.2 on Gilmore Accuracy indicates above average ability, in the

mechanics of oral reading.

Comprehension requires more than word identification skills;
it involves familiarity with language patterns, an adequate vocab-
ulary, and a background of relevant information and concepts. The

deficit in knowledge of word meanings which was conspicuous in the
results of the first-grade pretests remained a handicap through
the third grade, and probably reflects a limitation based on socio-
cultural background which is unlikely, to be overcome by, any, partic-

ular method of teaching beginning reading. Both Word Knowledge and
Paragraph Comprehension results lagged behind decoding or word
recognition skills to the end of the third grade of CRAFT. In view

of what is known about the cultural and educational disadvantages
characteristic of children like those in the CRAFT study, it seems
entirely reasonable and natural that they, should have found it
easier to learn word recognition and reproduction skills than to
develop silent reading comprehension.

Subsample Results

In each year of the project a subsample of four children per
class was selected from the CRAFT pupils and was tested with the

Gilmore Oral Reading Test and the Gates and Fry, word lists, the

former based on frequency, of occurrence, the latter on phonetic

regularity. The subsamples were reasonably representative.

One major finding has been that consistently, the children in

all methods equalled or exceeded the norms in Gilmore Accuracy, and

Gates, the two scores for which grade equivalents were available.

In general the SC Approach has had a very, slight advantage in

Gilmore Accuracy and the PV and Pilot methods have done well on the

word lists; Pilot did especially well on both Gates and Fry. The

analysis of variance, however, failed to disclose significant dif-

ferences attributable to method or approach. Although some of these
differences looked significant when t -tests were based on individual

pupil scores, the more rigorous analysis based on class means did

not substantiate this.

Results for the Writing Sample have been somewhat inconsistent

from year to year, with the BR. Method doing well in both CRAFT 2

and Replication 2, but most of the differences failed to show signi-

ficant differences in the analysis of variance.

The Importance of Differences Among Teachers

While there were distinctive differences among the CRAFT methods,

there were also many similarities. For example, while phonics was

taught earlier and more intensively, in PV and Pilot Methods, all of
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the other methods devoted 10 to 15 minutes per day, to phonics

instruction. While experience stories were used as the main

beginning reading materials in the LE Approach, they, were also

used at times as supplementary, materials in Social Studies and

Science by, the teachers in the SC Approach. Individualized

reading became the major reading activity in the second-grade LE

classes, but some independent reading took place 'in SC classes

also. Audio-visual procedures were stressed and focused on the

reading process in the LE-AV and Pilot Methods, but incidental use

of audio-visual activities occurred in all classes. Thus differ-

ences among CRAFT Methods were mainly, in emphasis and proportion

rather than of the all-or-none variety.

That there were genuine differences among the CRAFT methods

has been validated with evidence from the Logs, from OScAR R, from

the S-D Teacher Inventory, and from consultant visits. Since

differences in outcomes were generally, lacking in significance,

the conclusion is inevitable that so long as no major reading

objective is totally, neglected, wide differences in time, sequence,

etc. can produce quite similar achievement outcomes. Teacher

effectiveness in planning learning activities, in recognizing indi-

vidual and group needs, in fitting the difficulty of material to

the reading skills of the children, in maintaining motivation,

and in providing appropriate individual learning activities, may,

be the main determiners of pupil learning. CRAFT results support

the conclusion that the teacher is far more important than the

method.

4. Achievement of Special Groups

In addition to comparison by, approach and method, comparisons

were made between children who had or hr not attended kindergarten;

betweev boys and girls; and between ear..y readers and the total

population.

Kindergarten vs. Non-Kindergarten

On readiness measures at the beginning of CRAFT 1, kindergarten

children had slight but non-significant advantages on three subtests,

and significant advantages on tests of visual-motor ability, audi-

tory, discrimination and learning rate. There were small differences

of about one month favoring the kindergarteners on first, second,

and third-grade continuation posttests. These differences were

larger for LE children than for SC children. In third grade, boys

did equally, well with or without kindergarten; in PV the boys with-

out kindergarten had the advantage. Among girls the kindergarteners

had an advantage. However, in the Replication study the kinder-

garten advantage was larger, with SC kindergarten children



approximately, at the norm and four months ahead of the SC non-kinder-

garten children on the Replication 2 posttests. While the LE
Approach showed more benefit from kindergarten in the original study,
the SC Approach indicated more advantage in the Replication Study.
Reasons for this reversal are not known.

Boys vs. Girls

In contrast to many, previous reports of girls surpassing boys
in readiness for reading, the CRAFT boys did almost as well as the
girls on reading readiness tests. At the end of the first grade
the girls had a slight but non-significant lead. The differences

increased during the second year and were still larger at the end
of the third grade.

Where exceptions existed favoring boys over girls they, did not
follow a particular pattern, nor were they, significant. For example

in CRAFT 2 and Replication 2 boys in.the LE-AV classes outscored
girls on selected subtests of the MAT, and in the CRAFT 3 analysis
did slightly, better than girls on the Word Knowledge and Reading in

the BR classes. In the other two methods, PV and LE, the boys

were consistently, lower achievers than girls.

The fact that sex differences varied according to teaching
method reinforces the evidence of the readiness tests to the effect
that the CRAFT boys and girls began the first grade about equally,
ready to read. They do not negate the possible influence of factors
such as peer group attitudes, which may affect the achievement of

boys adversely as they get older, or of differential treatment by,

teachers.

Early Readers

The group in the original CRAFT study who were identified at
the beginning of first grade as early readers showed readiness well

above that of the total population; had a substantial advantage in
reading skills on first grade posttests; and continued to increase
their lead.through the second and third grades. Near the end of

third grade their mean score was well above the grade norm.

At the end of first and second grades the means for the SC and

LE Approaches were nearly, identical, but on the April third-grade

tests those in LE had made . greater gain than those in SC. Since

these relatively few children were scattered through many different

classes, it seems unlikely, that a particular teaching method in
third grade produced the third-grade difference.

It seems more likely, that the nature of the training in first
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and second grades dPveloped habits and attitudes that were somewhat

different in the two approaches and led to differing rates of read-

ing growth in third grade. It seems reasonable to speculate that
the emphasis given in the second grade to individualized reading in

the LE Approach may, have been a major factor in this difference.

Does the superior progress of the early readers lead to the
conclusion that all disadvantaged children should begin reading
instruction earlier than the first grade? Such a conclusion would

not be warranted from the present evidence. Whether children simi-
lar to the early, readers would or would not become superior readers

by third grade if they did not begin to read before first grade can-
not be answered by, CRAFT results, but will require further research.
Also, if it should be found that children with high readiness
benefit from reading instruction before the age of six, this would
not necessarily, apply, to the bulk of the disadvantaged population
with low readiness. 'Further research on the value of earlier
systematic reading instruction for disadvantaged children is clearly,

desirable.

5. Instructional Time

One of the major findings of the CRAFT Project is that variation
in the amounts of instructional time spent on various aspects of
reading and language arts instruction sometimes have significant
correlations with pupil achievement. This confounds the relation-
ships between teaching methods and results, and makes it difficult

to determine whether teaching method, or instructional time, is more

important in the results. Thus, the project has pointed out a major
source of error which has not been controlled in many, other compara-

tive investigations of reading methodology, and therefore obscures

the interpretation of the results of those studies.

Although efforts were made repeatedly, by, the research staff and

consultants to get the teachers to adhere to the recommended time

allotments, these efforts were .only partially successful. Time

actually, spent, as determined from Daily, Logs, showed substantial

variations within each method. In CRAFT 1 and 2, it was possible

to correlate time variables with adjusted reading achievement within

each method. In Replication 1 and 2 there were not enough classes

in each method to warrant such an analysis.

Through the four years, teachers in the SC Approach slightly,

exceeded the requested 90 minutes per day for Reading and used sub-

stantially less than the requested 90 minutes per day for Supportive

Activities; most of the latter deficit was due to the small amount

of time spent on Social Studies and Science. In the LE Approach

the general tendency, was for teachers to exceed the total of 180
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minutes per day, but to devote more than half to Supportive Activi-
ties; thus the LE teachers tended in general to spend about ten
minutes less per day, on Reading than the SC teachers did. The con-
sistency of 'this difference suggests that it is inherent in the
nature of the two approaches. However, careful study, of the parti-
cular categories that had significant positive or negative relations
with outcomes may, point out specific ways in which the efficiency,
of each instructional method can be improved.

In CRAFT 1 there was a significant positive correlation between
total Reading time and outcomes for the BR, PV, and LE-AV Methods,
but not for the LE Method. Supportive time had a significant rela-
tionship with results only, in LE-AV. For the BR teachers, time
spent on Basal Reader and Sight Word Teaching was positively, related
to results. In PV the amount of time spent on Phonics was not
significantly related to outcomes.

In CRAFT 2 the SC teachers spent 17 minutes per day, less than
the 180 minutes requested, but the deficit was mainly in Social
Studies and Science. Two-thirds of the SC time (105 minutes per day)
was spent on Reading and only one-third (57 minutes) on Supportive

Activities. The LE teachers averaged 10 minutes less per day, on
Reading and 42 minutes per day, more for Supportive.

For the BR teachers in CRAFT 2 there was a significant positive
r for Listening to Poetry, and almost significant is for Sight
Words and for Other Reading.

For the PV teachers in CRAFT 2 there was a high negative rela-
tionship between Phonics time and results. Those PV teachers who
spent the least time on Phonics tended to achieve the best results,
suggesting that there is a saturation point for phonic practice,
beyond which it is not desirable to go.

For LE teachers there was a negative correlation for Listening
to Stories, suggesting the desirability, of more reading by, the chil-

dren and less reading to the children. Art Work with Reading had
negative r's in both CRAFT 1 and CRAFT 2 for LE teachers, indicating
a tendency for excessive and non-productive time to be spent in

this way..

For LE-AV teachers in CRAFT 1 there was a positive relationship
between AV time and results, which did not reappear in CRAFT 2. For

the other three methods AV time tended to be negatively, related to
results, reinforcing the conclusion that if AV procedures are to be
beneficial to reading instruction, teachers must be well trained
and guided in their use.

In Replication 1 the teachers were informed at the start of the
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year concerning the results of the Log analysis in CRAFT 1, and this

deliberately, planned feedback may, be the major reason why, none of

the Log variables correlated significantly, with outcomes. It seems

reasonable that teachers became aware of overemphases and underempha-

ses and made corrections accordingly.

Similar feedback information was given to the Replication 2

teachers, and for them, also, most of the r's with outcomes are not

significant. One trend emerged: in the BR and PV Methods time spent

in Social Studies and Science was positively, related, to outcomes.

Since the.general tendency, was for SC teachers to spend less than

the requested time in those two curricular areas, the results imply

the desirability, of utilizing content from these areas more fully,

in second-grade reading, particularly in supplementation to the use

of basal readers.

The fact that there were not enough Replication claSses to

warrant a separate correlational analysis for each method probably

prevented,, additional meaningful relationships from being discovered.

Thus, the analyses by, method in CRAFT 1 and 2 could neither be con-

firmed nor denied in the Replication. analyses.

The accuracy, with which the CRAFT teachers recorded their use

of time on the Daily Logs cannot be exactly, determined; a validity,

check would. have required prolonged classroom.observations.far beyond

the research staff's capability. .There has been, however, no. evidence

from workshop discussions, classroom visits by the consultants, or -

the OSCAR R observations to suggest any intentional inaccuracies.

The use of some form of teachers'report on use of time is strong-

ly, recommended by. the CRAFT staff for use in future research on

classroom methodology. The 1230 Daily Log form used in...CRAFT showed

that it is podsible to compile and.analyze such .data with.automatic

equipment, making such research practicable.

6. Other Teacher Variables

A number of teacher variables, such as age, amount of education,

total years of experience, years of experience in the grade, whether-

married or not, and ethnic similarity, between teachers and pupils,

showed generally, low and non-significant relationships with learning

outcomes.. This conclusion is based primarily on the results.of the

Replication Study, in which the teachers had all been in CRAFT during.

the Preceding year. .Teacher absence,had generally, negative is

with outcomes,;but only in CRAFT 2 were these significant. Ratings.

of teacher effectiveness based on classroom visitation had positive

relations to outcomes but most of them were close to zero. In gen-

eral it seems safe to conclude that these characteristics, which were

well equated among the methods, did not materially affect the compari-

sons of methods and approaches.
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OSCAR R

The OSCAR R was a special observational procedure developed
specifically for use in CRAFT, and was used in CRAFT 1 and 2. Part
of it provided scales designed to check whether the teaching methods
were genuinely, different, and these validated the presence of a
significantly, different pattern for each method. On.the whole, those
second-grade SC teachers who used a good deal of enrichment activi-
ties of a language-experience type tended to get better results in
reading than those who confined themselves rather narrowly, to skills
development.

Motivational practices were also significantly related to read-
ing achievement. Teachers who made a large number of.disciplinary,
statements tended to get poor results. High scores in "Negative
Motivation" were significantly associated with poor results in the
BR, PV, and LE Methods. "Positive Motivation" had negative correla-
tions in the SC methods and positive correlations in the LE methods.
This interesting finding suggests that different styles are effective
in different teaching methods.

It would be a mistake to assume a direct causal relationship
between motivational style and results. The number of times a teacher
interrupts with a disciplinary comment may be a by-product of effec-
tive or poor lesson planning and presentation. Uninterested, bored,

or frustrated children may, create disturbances which the teacher then

has to stop. On the other hand, liberal use of praise seems to have
worked well in LE methods.

The analysis of OSCAR R results thus far has only, scratched the
surface, but has uncovered enough to encourage further. research in
which intensive, prolonged classroom observations would attempt to
discover why the supposedly, same teaching method produces outstanding
results for one teacher and inferior results for another. Since

differences among teachers in the same method were far greater than
differences .between methods, e determined effort.to find out what
produces these within-method differences is strongly, recommended.

Teacher Attitudes. The San Diego Teacher Inventory, of Approaches to
the Teaching of Reading provided evidence concerning shifts it the
attitudes of teachers toward basic, individualized, and language-
experience methodology. At the beginning of CRAFT 1 all groups of
teachers showed a slight preference for basic methodology. By, the

end of the year each group shifted in a direction favorable to the
method they had used. Similar trends were found for the second-grade

teachers. During the Replication Study these trends crystallized

still more.

Moat of the correlations between San Diego scale scores and
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pupil achievement were not significant. However, in second grade.

there was a strongly, negative relationship between PV teachers'

scores on the Basic scale and outcomes. This reinforces the find-

ings from Logs and OSCAR R to the effect that second-grade teachers

Who concentrated narrowly on skills did not get as good results as

those who employed a substantial amount and variety, of enrichment.

At the end of Replication 2, the teachers were asked their

opinions of the method they, had used. Since the reliability, and

validity, of the scale were.liot established, the results can:only, be

suggestive. The scale tended to have positive Correlations with

results. In other words, those who liked their method got good

results, or those who got good results liked their method. The

correlation does not indicate the direction of causation. It does

indicate that satisfaction with a teaching method and effectiveness

in using it are positively associated.

7.. Other Variables

A few additional variables were included in the research design

and deserve some brief comment.

Pupil Variables

Reading readiness variables consistently, had meaningful

correlations with outcome measures, but' since they, were partialled

out, they did not affect the adjusted scores. An experimental

visual-cotor test which was given to only, a sampling of the children

had r's with both first and second grade outcomes that look promising.

Pupil absence was generally low throughout the project and may

be disregarded as an interfering variable since it was evenly bal-

anced among the methods.

Regulations of the New York City Board of Education prohibited

the use of a group mental ability. test such as the Pintner-

Cunningham which was part of the:cooperative first grade test battery.

Thus the CRAFT population cannot be compared with other populations

on a very Important variable; a probably, important covariate could

not be used; and the usual basis for studying the relation between

ability levels and teaching. method was not available.

The CRAFT research staff wishes to go on record as recommending

that the prohibition against using group mental ability tests for

research purposes hampers the conduct of research, prevents the .

collection and analysis of necessary, information, and should be

rescinded.

Chronological age has ,shown such. negligible correlations with
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reading in many other studies that it was not considered to be a
likely covariate in CRAFT. Age was recorded but was ignored up to

the final 60 x 60 intercorrelation matrix in Replication 2. There
it showed significant r's with adjusted second grade results, much

to the surprise of the research staff. Means for CA were practically,

identical for all methods, so this finding has no bearing on the
comparison of methods. It suggests, however, that age should not

be ignored as a significant factor in the school readiness of dis-

advantaged children.

Community *Variables

Two measures of the status of the neighborhood in which each

CRAFT school was located were obtained from census tract records:

median income and median education of adults. The schools all had

disadvantaged populations, but neighborhood data indicated that

there were differences among schools in degree of disadvantage.

This is not surprising considering the range in school median

reading grades.

It had been assumed that any, community effects on the CRAFT

children would show up in their readiness scores and would be can-

celed by, the adjusting procedure. After this report was nearly

completed it was noticed that in the 60 x 60 matrix in Replication 2,

there were significant r's between Median Education and adjusted

posttests. A quick inspection showed that the four original CRAFT

methods had between eight and nine years of median education, while

the Pilot Method had a median of ten years. This added a little

postscript to the conclusion previously reached, to the effect that

the comparatively good results of the Pilot classes were due to

factors other than teaching method.

8. Some Limitations

There are strong temptations, on completing a long and large-

scale research project, to generalize broadly on the basis of the

.results. In the case of CRAFT a number of restrictions on the degree

to which the results may, legitimately, be generalized need to be men-

tioned.

The child population is probably, representative of disad-

vantaged young Negro children growing up in segregated

neighborhoods in large Northern cities. They are not

necessarily representative of Negro children in smaller

communities or in the South.. Their results are not neces-

sarily like those that might be obtained with other groups

of disadvantaged children such as Spanish-speaking children
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or white children in Appalachia, or of middle-class Negro

children.

2. The teachers in the project were reasonably, representative

of the staffs of the schools in which they worked - -large

urban schools with many classes on each grade.

3. The random assignment of pupils to classes was not character-

istic of pupil classification practices in New York City

schools. The degree to which the results might have been
different if the more typical grouping practices had been
followed is not known.

4. The CRAFT classes were of normal size for the school and

the teachers were not allowed to have help from student

teachers or aids. How a lower class size or extra personnel

would influence effectiveness of the methods studied is not

known.

5. At the beginning of the first grade the CRAFT classes had

a uniform readiness program lasting one month in CRAFT 1,

and a week less in Replication 1. It is not known what the
effects of a longer or different kind of readiness progran
might have been; or of varying the time for pre-reading
training according to the tested abilities of the children.

6. The basal readers used were those available in the schools

in 1964. Conclusions based on their use do not necessarily
apply to newer series which have since been published.

7. While language-experience approaches have common features,

each has distinctive characteristics. Conclusions about
the language- experience results in CRAFT apply to the kind
of LE program described in Chapter IV.

The CRAFT populations did not include enough children who
had pre-kindergarten or pre-first grade schooling of the
Head Start variety, to warrant the drawing of any conclusions
concerning the effectiveness of such programs.

9. The CRAFT results do not piovide information about the pro-
gress of the children beyond the third grade in the original
study, of beyond the second. grade in the Replication study.

10. CRAFT teachers were instructed to spend three hours a day
in the teaching .of reading and supportive activities--far
more than was recommended in official syllabi when the
projeCt started.. It is doubtful that similar results.can
be obtained with time allotments that are considerably
smaller.
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9. Recommendations

1. The results strongly support the desirability, of providing
in-service workshops and expert consultative help for
teachers, and especially for inexperienced teachers.

The major conclusion to be drawn from the five years
of results is that the teacher is fay: more important than
the method. Assistance provided by, consultants-who were
perceived as helpers rather than as supervisors was
probably, the main reason for the favorable results obtained
in all of the methods. For consultation to be effective,
the number of teachers assigned to a consultant must be
far smaller than it has been in New York City schools. Costly
procedures such as smaller classes and provision of auxiliary
personnel may, continue to give disappointing results if
teaching skills are not improved.

2. The results suggest the desirability of modifying the kinder-
garten programs for disadvantaged children in.the direction
of including sequentially planned activities for the develop-
ment of specific aspects.of reading readiness. They sug-
gest that children who show accelerated readiness may
benefit from an earlier start in reading.

3. The results have not shown a decisive advantage for any of
the methods used in the study. Evidence has been found that

. the amount of time devoted to specific phases of each method
is significant, and that.the effectiveness of motivational
patterns differs from one method to another.

It is recommended that efforts be made to analyze each
teaching method in much finer detail and to study, the effects
of planned variations in teaching style as well as in skills
and content.

5. In a city with a mobile disadvantaged population the impact
of moving on pupil achievement is important. Children
moving into CRAFT classes were found to be significantly,
handicapped in only, one of the methods studied (PV). If
such a method is utilized, it should either be employed on
a community, -wide basis, or steps need to be taken to.insure

..that special help is given to new entrants.

6. The excitement and motivation of being in an experimental
study seems to have been in part responsible for the favor-
able.results of the CRAFT research. It is possible that
the continuing involvement of.teachers in a program of study-
ing and testing new methods and materials would be productive



of improved results, regardless of the merits of the spe-
cific factors being studied.

7. CRAFT results have shown a significant relationship between
teacher satisfaction with a method and her results with
it, but do not provide a causal explanation. Further
study is needed to clarify this important question. One
possibility is that when teachers find that a method works
they, learn to like it, even if originally, opposed to it.
The alternative is that some teachers can do better with
one kind of method and other teachers with a different
method, so that method should be fitted to the teacher's
characteristics. A research attack on this problem seems

desirable.

8. By, the time the CRAFT Project was in its first year, a
number of innovative ways of teaching beginning reading
were clamoring for attention. Considering the cost of
reading instruction and its central importance in the lives
and careers of children, every, innovation should be sub-
jected to careful research. At present a.set of new read-
ing materials begins to compete for sales several years
before impartial research data about it begins to appear.

A continuing program of objective research and evalua-

tion on new reading materials and methods, conducted on a
large enough scale, with sophisticated research techniques,
and for long enough periods of time, is urgently, needed.
The cost of such a program is probably well beyond the
resources of any, one school system or professional group.
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CHAPTER X

SUMMARY

The CRAFT Project investigated the progress in reading of dis-
advantaged urban Negro children from the beginning of the first
grade through the third grade using two basic teaching approaches.
The present report covers the continuation of the original study
through second and third grades, and a replication study in first
and second grades. The Skills-Centered Approach included two methods,

a Basal Reader (BR) Method, using conventional basal readers, and

a combination of basal readers with the Phonovisual system of

teaching and identificational skills, the combination being called

the Phonovisual (PV) Method. The Language-Experience Approach
developed reading materials from the experiences and verbalizations
of the children and gradually moved into individualized reading.

It had two variants, a regular Language Experience (LE) Method,

and a Language Experience, Audio-Visual (LE-AV) Method, in which
several kinds of audio-visual supplementation were provided;

1. Procedures

In the main CRAFT Project, which received support from the
U.S. Office of Education for three and a half years, teaching methods

were controlled in first and second grade and a follow-up was

conducted in third grade. In the Replication study the four original
methods were repeated in first and second grade and a fifth method

called Pilot, which combined features of the PV and LE-AV Methods,

was added.

The main CRAFT study, began with 1,378 children who took first

grade pretests in October, 1964. Of these, 1,141 remained through

the first grade posttests, 656 remained in experimental classes

through the second grade posttests, and 1,128 were located in the

third grade follow-up, 489 of whom had participated-throughout the

two years of controlled methodology and took the city-wide third grade

reading tests in April, 1967. The-Replication Study began with 799

children who took the first grade pretests; 680 of them remained

through the first grade posttests and 402 remained through the second

grade posttests.

The project operated in twelve New York City public elementary,

schools, located in disadvantaged neighborhoods,-having almost

exclusively Negro pupils, and having third-grade medians in reading

at least a half year below the city, norms prior to the study. Eleven

of the schools remained in the project for two years and ten schools
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completed the three-year program.

In the first year there were 48 classes, 24 in each of the two

approaches and 12 in each method. A balanced design placed two SC

classes and two LE classes in each school, with each SC Method

paired with the LE Method in three schools and with the LE-AV Method

in three schools. Method combinations were assigned to schools at

random; teachers in each school drew lots for or- of the two methods;

pupils were selected at random from the entering first graders in

each school and assigned at random to the four experimental classes.

Teachers were volunteers but otherwise representative of the

primary grade teachers in their schools. They, varied greatly in age

and teaching experience. They, received honoraria for the consider-

able amount of extra time required by, participation in the study.

They were trained in the experimental methods by, a combination of

workshop sessions, duplicated instructions and suggestions, and class

visits by, the consultants. Their teaching was observed by, the con-

sultants; and by, research assistants using an observational schedule

called OSCAR R. They recorded teaching time on Daily Log forms and

periodically, completed inventories of attitudes toward methods of

teaching reading.

Parents were contacted at the beginning of the study and encour-

aged to believe that participation would be beneficial to their chil-

dren. The parents were not involved in any way other than allowing

their children to participate. There is no evidence of parental

hostility to the program or of withdrawal of pupils because of

parental dissatisfaction.

Since the CRAFT Project was one of the 27 cooperating projects

which received support from U.S.O.E. in 1964-65, the testing program

that year utilized the same pretests and first grade posttests as

the other projects. In the second and. third grade continuations,

and in the Replication Study, the Metropolitan Achievement Tests

were used instead of the Stanford. Subsample populations were given

the Gilmore Oral Reading Test and the Gates and Fry word lists,

as well as having their Writing Samples scored. Pupils also responded

to a scale of interest in reading, had their independent reading

recorded, and were rated for interest in reading and maturity of

choices.

Statistical treatment was carried out using the class as unit

when appropriate. Means and standard deviations were obtained for

raw scores; for scores adjusted on the basis of first grade pretests;

and for scores adjusted on the basis of the posttests for the pre-

ceding grade. Grade equivalents were also obtained. Significance

of difference was tested by, analysis of variance and, when appropriate,

by t -tests. A large rumber of variables were correlated with adjusted

outcome measures, and those with significant correlations were given

further study. Special comparisons were made of children with and

without kindergarten, of boys and girls, and of early readers.
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Analyses were also made of the Daily Logs, the OScAR R scales, and
the San Diego Teacher Inventory.

2. Results.

1. The main finding, which held for all five years, was that
differences in class means within each method were much
larger than differences between the means for approaches
and methods. When tested by, analysis of variance, nearly
all comparisons between approaches and between methods
fell within the range of possible chance variations.

2. During the first and second grades in both the original
and replication studies the SC Approach had slightly
higher means than the LE Approach, with the differences
not large enough to be significant. By the end of the
third grade, the LE means were slightly higher than the
SC means, again with margins not large enough to be signi-
ficant. The LE children made slightly greater progress
during the third grade, so that the two approaches had
essentially equal results for the three -year'period.

CRAFT school medians for the third grade substantially,
surpassed the third grade medians for the same schools
in the period just prior to the CRAFT experiment;

the difference amounting to 4.5 months in reading com-
prehension.

4. When the majority of the teachers taught again with the
same methods in the Replication Study, the results at
the end of grade two were somewhat better than those of
the original CRAFT study. In Replication 2 the grade
equivalent means for the SC Approach, adjusted for pre-
tests, were at the norm in reading comprehension.

5. Differences between results of the BR and PV Methods were
generally small and non-significant.

6. Differences between results of the LE and LE-AV Methods
were in general not significant. The LE-AV results were
impaired by, interruption of audio-visual consultant
services and therefore are not considered to show what
the method can do under favorable conditions, but do not
suggest that the additional expenditures required are war-
ranted in terms of improved reading skill.

7. Although the Pilot Method produced good results in the
Replication study, the teachers using it had done as well
or-better in reading and spelling in the original study,
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using one of the original methods; thus Pilot results are

attributed to teaching skill rather than to the particulars

of the method.

8. CRAFT children as represented by, the subsamples, tended to

score higher (and above the norm) in accuracy, of oral reading

and in word identification than in reading vocabulary, and

comprehension. This held true in all methods and while

the methods putting early, stress on word identification

skills (PV and Pilot) tended to have higher means on these

tests, most of the differences were not significant.

9. At the start of the first grade, girls tended to have

slightly, higher means on some readiness tests and boys on

others. Differences in favor of girls tended to increase

during the second and third grades. The Replication pre-

tests were'about evenlfbalanced between the sexes and boys

were.slightly and non - significantly, ahead in the LE-AV

Method. The differences favoring. girls were largest in the

LE and .PV Methods, small or non-existent in the BR and

LE -AV Methods. This linking of differences in achievement

idth.teaching methodsstrongly suggests that for this popu-

lation.the feminine advantage'is environmentally, rather

than biologically, produced.

10. Kindergarten children had consistently, higher scores than
non-kindergarten children on the first grade pretests and

on all sets of posttests. Differences were quite small in

first grade and tended to increase through the third grade.

In the continuation study through third grade the advantage

was greatest for LE kindergarten children, but in the

replication study, the kindergarten children in SC classes

showed wider margins of advantage through second grade.

11. Children who were identified by, their teachers as being

early readers at the beginning of first grade surpassed

the total groups on the pretests and on all sets of posttests.

By, the end of third grade these children were well above

grade norms in reading but not in arithmetic. The good

progress of this group suggests that an early, start may be

beneficial to disadvantaged children who are initially.

high in readiness.

12. SC teachers tended to spend more time on Reading and less

time on Supportive activities than LE teachers in the first

and second grades. In the original first grade study,

there was a significant positive correlation between Reading

time and class achievement in reading. These results

were reported to teachers and in subsequent years of the

project this relationship was not found again. Differences

in instructional time can be a major source of uncontrolled

variance in research on classroom methodology.
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13. In the first CRAFT year it was evident that three of the
methods produced relatively, good results when their

distinctive features were given added time. This was
not true of the PV Method, and in second grade the negative
correlation between Phonics time and outcomes showed that a

heavy, concentration on phonic drill can go with poor

results. The small number of teachers per method made it
difficult to interpret.the-correlations between instruc-
tional time and outcomes, since'the criteria for statis-
tical significance were necessarily, severe.

14. The OSCAR R (Observational Schedule and Rating - Reading)

produced some interesting results. High Control scores,
indicating frequent efforts to maintain discipline, were
associated with relatively, poor achievement. There was a
trend suggesting that emphasizing praise and avoiding
scolding is associated with good results in the LE Approach,

but not in the SC Approach. In second grade the SC
teachers who enriched their programs with a considerable

amount of language-experience activity (particularly, with

Social Studies and Science content) tended to get better

results than the SC teachers who focused more narrowly, on

reading skills; this was particularly, true in the PV Method.

15. On the San Diego Teacher Inventory, of Approaches to the

Teaching of Reading all groups began the first grade with

a slight bias favoring basal methodology. At the end of

first and second grades the SC teachers were significantly,

higher on the basic scale and lower on the individualized
and language-experience scales, while the LE teachers became

significantly, lower on the basic scale and higher on the

individualized and language-experience scales. Thus each

group of teachers moved toward more complete acceptance of
the methodology they, had learned to use. However, most of

the correlations between teachers' attitudes on the San

Diego scales and pupil achievement were not significantly,

greater than zero.

16. Pupil attitude toward reading, as measured by, the San Diego

Pupil Inventory, was essentially, similar in all methods

after the first year. The method of instruction to which
the children were exposed apparently, did not differentially

effect related components of pupil achievement such as

eagerness to read, the maturity, of the child's choice of

reading material, or the number of books read.

17. A large number of variables was demonstrated not to have

interfered with the comparison of approaches and methods,

either by, having non-significant correlations with reading

results, or by being evenly, balanced among the teaching
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methods. This conclusion applies to the four original
methods but not to the Pilot Method, which was found
to have had the benefit of better than average teachers
and better than average neighborhood income. The vari-
ables checked included pupilage, absence, and readiness
scores; teacher age, marital status, education, years of
experience in total and in the specific grade, rated
competence, and ethnic similarity, to or difference from
the pupils; adult education and income in the neighbor-
hood.
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Table 3.1

Assignment of Methods to CRAFT 2 Classes

Total
Method Schools Classes

AB C D E Ga HIJK L
B R 2 2 - - 2 - 22 - - 10

FIT 2 - . 2 1 - 1 - . 2 2 10

L E 2 . 2 . 1 1 . 1 . . 2 9

A V - 2 - 2 - -1. 22 - 9

Total
Classes 4. 4. 4. 4. 2 3 2 3 4 4 4. 38

a
School F left the CRAFT Project in June 1965
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Table 3.2

Pupil Loss by School and Borough from Beginning of
CRAFT 1 through the End of CRAFT 2

Number Children
Schodl. Pretest Grade 1 Posttest Grade 2 Loss

A 122 80 42

B 110 59 51

c 110 65 45

D 101 64 37

E 99 32 67

G 102 44 58

H 115 35 8o

I 137 53 64

J 114 75 39

K 119 81 38.

L 123 68 55

Total 1,252a 656b 596

Per cent of Loss: Queens 43.8%

Brooklyn 54.5%

Manhattan 40.1%

Total 47.60

a
Total does not include school F which withdrew from the CRAFT
Project in June, 1965.

b
Number of children used for adjusting MAT scores.
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Table 3.3

Pupil Loss by School and Borough
from CRAFT 1 Posttests through. CRAFT 2 Posttests

N u m b e r of Children
School Posttests CRAFT 1 Posttests CRAFT.? Loss

A 89 80

B 84 59 25

C go 65 25

D 8o 64 16

E 30 32 48

G 88 14 44

H 102 35 _
67

I 114 53 61

J 98 75 23

K 105. 81 24

L 109 68 la

Total 1,039a 65 6b 383

Per cent of Loss: Queens 35.0%

Brooklyn 45.5%

Manhattan 19.7%

Total 36.9%

a Total does not include school F which withdrew from the CRAFT

Project in June, 1965.

b Number of children used for adjusting MAT scores.

157



Table 3.4

Per Cent of CRAFT 1 Children in CRAFT 2 Classes
by Method and Approach

No. of No. of CRAFT Per Cent CRAFT
Children Children
in CRAFT 2 in CRAFT 2
Classes Classes

Approach and
Method

Children
in CRAFT 2
Classes

Skills-Centered

BR 285

PV 284

Total 569

Language- Experience

LE 253

LE-AV 253

Total 506

Total 1,075

i66 58.2%

201. 70.8

367 64.5

145 57.3

144 56.9

289 57.1

656a 61.0%

a
Number of CRAFT 1 children in CRAFT 2 classes is the number per
class used for adjusting pupil MAT scores.
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Table 3.5

CRAFT 1 Pretests and Posttests for the
Final RIpulation in CRAFT 2 Compared with the

Final Population of CRAFT 1-

Test

Final Population
Grade 2 Grade 1
Mean Mean
Score Score

Mean
Duff.

Pretests

Murphy- Durreil Learning Rate

Thurston Pattern Copying

Met. Word Meaning

Met. Listening

Posttests

SAT Word Reading

SAT Paragraph Meaning

SAT Vocabulary

SAT Spelling
SAT Word Study Skills

7.63a 8.171) -0.54 -3.31**

2.76 2.69 0.07 0.45

5.28 5.25 0.03 0.34

6.8o 6.79 0.01 0.10

13.64
10.37
14.36

6.82-

26.93

3.3.112d

10.18

111.35

-6.51

25.98

0.22 0.88

0.19 0.66
0.01 "o.o5

0.31 1.38

0.95 2.65**

**1K.01
a

fits vary

bN'svary

CN'svay
d
N's vary

between

between

between

between

656 and 611

1,125 and 1,o62

646 and 632

1,127 and 1,101
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Table 3.6

CRAFT 2 Class Size as of May, 1966

Approach and Method
Total N Total N Mean
Pupils Classes Size

Skills-Centered

BR 263 10 26.3. 23-30

PV 275 10 27.5 20-35

Total 538 20 26.9 .20-35

Language-Experience

LE 212 9 23.6 8-27

LE-AV 230 9 25.6 14-34

Total 442 18 24.6 8.34

Total 980 38 25.7 8-35
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Table 3.8

Number of Boys and Girls in CRAFT 2

Approach and Method Boys Girls Total

SC Approach

BR 81 85 166

PV 102 _22 201

Total 183 184 367

LE Approach

LE 74

LE-AV 74

Total 148

Total All Methods 331

71 . 145

70 144

141 289

..'25 656.

Table 3.9

Age of Teachers in CRAFT'2

Skills-Centered Approach Language-Experience Approach

BR

N Teachers 10

Mean Age 41.70

Median Age 50.50

S. D. 15.54

Age Range 21-60

PV Total LE LE-AV Total

10 20 9 9 18

34.20 37.95 42.56 31.56 37.06

30.00 36.50 44.00 27.00 32.50

10.48 13.77 10.25 11.25 12.0

22-5f 21-60 27-55 22-57 22-57
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Table .10

Educational Level of the CRAFT 2 Teachers

Skills-Centered Approach Language-Experience Approach

BR PV Total LE LE-AV Total

Less than B.A. 0 0 0

B .A . 4 5 9
...

B.A. + 4 . 7 5

M.A. 2 0 2 1

M.A. + 0 2 2 0

0 0 0

4 7

7. 8J
1 2

1 1

Table 3.11

Total Years of Teaching Experience, CRAFT 2

Skills-Centered Approach Language- Experience Approach

BR PV Total LE LE-AV Total

N 10 10 20 9 9 18

Mean 6.90 5.70 6.30 7.39 3.33 5.36

Median '.00 5.00 3.00 8.00 2.00 5.75

S.D. 7.98 3.98 6.33 3.29 2.86 3.69

Range 0-22 1-11 0-22 3-14 0-7 0-14
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Table 3.12

Second Grade Teaching Experience, CRAFT 2

SC Approach

BR PV Total

N 10 10 20

Mean 2.50 2.60 2.55

Median 1.50 2.00 2.00

S.D. 2.80 2.33 2.58

Range 0-9 0-8 0-9

164.

LE Approach

LE -LE-AV Total

9 9 18

3.33

3.00

2.11

0-8

1.33 2.33

1.00 2.00

1.56 2.11

0-5 o-8



Table 5.1

Comparison of MAT Raw Scores for CRAFT and
Non-CRAFT Children in the Same Classes, CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Subtest Method
Mean

CRAFT Non-CRAFT

Word Knowledge BR 19.71 15.63

PV 18.66 12.89

LE 17.14 13.77
LE-AV 17.44 16.08

Reading BR 24.01 21.48

PV 24.32 17.79

LE 23.36 19.84

LE-AV 22.16 21.10

Word Discrimination BR 22.93 19.24

PV 23.32 16.69

'LE 21.61 19.21

LE-AV 2040 19.07

Spelling BR 15.63 12.11

PV 15.76 8.99

LE 14.01 11.50

LE-AV 14.58 11.82

Axithmetica BR 2.13 2.,01

PV 2.10 .1.92

LE 2.15 1.98

LE-AV 2.04 1.97

1.45

3.45**

1.42

0.90

0.66

4.5)**

1.26

0.53

1;70

3.6y1*

1.38

1.07

1.41

3.69**

1.14

1.92

0.86

1.28

1.19

0.52

a
These are mean grade equivalents

"P<.01
3.65



Table 5.2

Comparison of Obtained MAT Mean Grade Equivalents for CRAFT
and Non-CRAFT CAldren in Same Classes, CRAFT 2

Subtext Method
Mean Grade Equivalent

CRAFT Non-CRAFT

Word Knowledge BR 2.6 2.3

PV 2.5 2.1

LE 2.4 2.2

LE-AV 2.4 2.3

Reading BR 2.3 2.2

PV 2.3 2.0

LE 2.3 2.1

LE-AV 2.2 2.2

Word Discrimination BR 205 2.1

PV 2.5 2.0

LE 2.4 2.1

LE-AV 2,3 2.1

Spelling, BR .2.4 2.1

PV 2.4 2.0

LE 2.3 2.1

LE-AV 2.3 2.1

a
National norms used; no New York City norms available
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Table 5.4

obtained Grade Equivalent Means for MAT Posttests,
CRAFT 2 (Class as Unit)

Met Wd
and

hod
Word Discrimiorm Reading Spelling

a
Arith-

Approach
Knowledge

nation
metic

Skills-Centered

BR

PIT

Total

Language-Experience

LE

LE-AV

Total

2.6 2.5 2.3 2.5 2.4

2.5 2.5 2.3 2.4 2.4

2.5 2.5 2.3 2.4 2.4.

2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.4

2. 23 2.2 2.3 2.3

2.4 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.4

2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.4
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Table 5.6

Regression Equations for. MAT Scores
Predicted by First-Grade Pretests, CRAFT 2

Variable Xl X2
xi4. x5

MAT Word Knowledge Y = 5.208 + 0.000 + .647 + .475 + .445 + .6e6

MAT Word Discrim. '7 = 9.836 + 0.000 + .642 + .11.07.4- 0.000 + .945

MAT Reading y 6.037 + 0.000 + .677 + .712 + .546 + 1:125

MAT Spelling Y = 3.391 + 0.000 + .600 + .503 + 0.000 + .920

X
1
= Kindergarten Experience

X2 = Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate

= Thurstone Pattern Copying

Metropolitan Word Meaning

X
5

= Metropolitan Listening



Table 5.7

Regression Equations for MAT Sores
Predicted by First-Grade Posttests , CRAFT 2

Variable Xi x2 x7 xii.
5

MAT Word. Knowl. Y = 1.673 + .271 + .136 + .211; + .388 + .225

MAT Word Discrim. Y = 7.269 + .272 +0.000 + 0.000 + .449 + .306

MAT Reading Y = 1.487 + .337 + .153 + .335 + .461 + .289

MAT Spelling Y = .564 + .227 + 0.000 4. 0.000 + .697 + .267

a
Y = Constant + Xi + X2 + x3 + + x5

xi = Stanford Word Reading

X
2

= Stanford Paragraph Meaning

= Stanford Vocabulary

14 = Stanford Spelling

x5 = Stanford Word Study Skills
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Table 5.8

MAT Posttest Results Adjusted by First - Grade Pretests,
CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Method
and

Approach Word Knowl. Word Discrim. Reading Spelling,

MAT Subtests

Mean

SC Approach

BR 20.97

PV 18.88

Total 19.93

LE Approach

LE 16.52

LE-AV 16.59

Total 16.55

S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

9.90 23.50 7.50 24.37 14.02 18.93 8.93

7.44 24.28 5.05 24.99, 6.85 15.84 6.63

8.82 23.89 6.41 24.68 11.04 17.38 8.02

8.75 21.09 5.50 22.97 9.96 12.69 8.18

6.69 19.39 3.74 20.92 6.97.; 1-.;-.82 5.81

7.79 20.24 4.78 21.95 8.64 13.25 7.12
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Table 5.9

MAT Posttest Results Adjustea Dy r1L.ot-Grade Posttests,
CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Method
and

Approach

MAT Subtests
Word Xnowl. Word Discrim. Reading Spelling
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

SC Approach

BR 19.62

PV 18.89

Total 19.26

LE Agproach

LE 17.38

LE-AV 17.51

Total 17.44

All Methods 18.40

8.65 22.41 6.14 22.66 11.54 17.52 6.89

6.71 24.34 4.10 24.97 6.14 16.05 5.31

7.75 23.38 5.31 23.82 9.32 16.78 6.19

7.43 21.91 4.15 24.20 8.53 13.28 6.51

7.08 20.07 3.74 21.96 6.07 14.66 4.92

7.26 20.99 4.06 23.08 7.49 13.97 5.81

7.58 22.25 4.91 23.47 8.51 15.45 6.18
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Table 5.10

Grade Equivalents for MAT Posttests Adjusted by

FirstGrade Pretests, CRAFT
(Class as Unit)

Method
and

Approach Word Knowl.. Word Discrim. Reading Spelling

SC Approach

BR 2.7 2.5 2.3 2.7

PV 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.4

Total 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.4

LE Approach

LE 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.1

LE-AV 2.4 2.1 2.2 2.3

Total 2.4 2.2 2.3 2.3

All Methods 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3

a
National norms used
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Table 5.13.

Grade Equivalents for MAT Posttests
Adjusted by Posttests, CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Method and
Approach Word Knowl. Word Discrim. Reading Spelling

SC Approach

BR 2.6 2.14. 2.3 2.6

PV 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.4

Total 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.5

LE Approach

LE 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.2

LE-AV 2.11 2.2 2.2 2.3

Total 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.3

All Methods 2.4 2.4 2.3 2.3

a
National norms used
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Table 5,12

Significant t Comparisons between Methods
on MAT Posttests, CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Subtest Meant S.D.
1

Meant S.D.
2

t

7,

Word Discrimination Adjusted PV LE-AV
by Pretests 24.25 5.32 19.33 3.96 2.18*

Word Discrimination Adjusted
by Posttests 24.34 4.10 20.07 3.74 2.25*

* P<.05
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Table 5.13

Range of Raw Score Class Means for
Grade Equivalents for MAT Posttests, CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Method

BR

PV

LE

LE-AV

Word Knowl. Word Discrim. Reading

G.E. Mean G.E. Mean G.E.Mean

High 31.5

Low 13.4

Range 18.1

High 25.1

Low 10.2

Range 14.9

High 28.0

Low 12.8

Range 15.2

High 23.6

low 11.8

Range 11.8

3.7 30.8 3.6 44.5 4.2

2.0 17.2 2.0 18.0 1.9

1.7 13.6 1.6 26.5 2.5

2,.9 27.1 2.9 30.0 2.6

1.8 18.7 2.2 18.9 2.0

1.1 8.4 0.7 11.1 o.6

3.1 27.6 3.o 35.2 2.8

2.0 11.2. 2.1 17.0 2.:2
1.1. 9.9 0.9 18.2 0.9

2.8 24.7 2.7 28.2 2.4

1.9 18.0 2.1 14.7 1.8

0.9 6.7 0.6 13.5 o.6
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Range of Class Means and Grade Equivalents for MAT Posttests
Adjusted by First Grade Pretests, CRAFT 2

(Class As Unit)

Word Knowl. Word Discrim. Reading

BR High 42.0 4.9+ 37.0 4.9+ 62.0 4.9+
Low 28 1.8 14.1 1.8 10.9 1.7
Range 32.2 3.1 22.9 3.1 51.1 3.2

PV High 32.7 3.9 30.9 3.6 37.6 3.2
Low 2.6 1.2 1 6 112 &a 1.8
Range 30.1 2.7 15.3 1.7 22.5 1.4

LE High 35.5 4.9+ 31.6 3.9 44.3 4.0
Low 211 1.7 13j2 1.8 11.2 1.7
Range 28.0 3.2 17.7 2.1 33.1 2.3

LE-AV High 25.9 2.9 26.3 2.8 29.7 2.6
Low ...21 1.5 14.0 1.8 6.3 1.5
Range 20.5 1.4 12.3 1.0 23.4 1.1
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Range of Class Means and Grade Equivalents
for MAT Posttests Adjusted by First Grade Posttests, CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Method

BR

Word Knowl.
Mean G.E.

Word Discrim. Reading
Mean G.E. Mean G.E.

High 54.9 4.6 30.6 3.6
Low 2:2 1.8 12.6 1.7
Range 25.6 2.8 18.0 1.9 40.5 3.2

PV High 32.2 3.7 30.7 3.6 36.5 3.1
Low 5.5 1.6 17.8 2.1 15.5 1.2
Range 26.7 2.1 12.9 1.5 21.0 1.2

52.8 4.9+
12.3 117

LE High 32.8 3.7
Low 9.8 1.8
Range 23.0 1.9

LE-AV High 28.4 3.1
Low 8.1 , 1.7
Range 20.3 1.11-

28.9 3.2 4.0.9 3.4
15.2 212 13.8 1.8
13.7 1.3 27.1 1.6

26.0 2.8 31.8 2.7
13.3 1.7 10.9 1.7
12.7-. 1.1 20.9 1.0
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Table 5.16

Analysis of Variance: Comparison of Approaches for

MAT Word Discrimination Adjusted by FirstGrade Pretests, CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Source SS

Between Approaches 44.029

Within Approaches 1314.615

Total 1358.6114

IOW

df

3. 44.029 1.205

36 .7,6.517

37

Table 5.17

Analysis of Variance: Comparison of Approaches for

MAT Word Discrimination Adjusted by FirsirGrade

Pretests Controlling for School Effects, CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Source SS df MS F

Between Schooli 424.993 10

Split, Session 64.538 , 2 32.269 <1

Non-split Session 252.177 9 28.019 <1

Between Approaches within
Schools 316.73.5 11

Within Approaches and
Schools 616.931 . 16 X8.558

Total 1:58.639 37
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Table 5.13

Analysis of Variance: Comparison of Methods for
MAT Word Discrimination Adjusted by First-Grade Fretests, CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Source SS

Between Schools

PV vs. LE-AV

Split-Session 64.558

Non-split Session 59.575

PV vs. LE 104.318

BR vs. LE 67.067'

BR vs. LE-AV 21.217

Between Methods within
Schools

Within Methods and
Schools

Total

424.993

of 'NE .11

10

2 "2.269 <1

1 59.575 1.545

3 :4.773 <1

3 22.56 <1

2 10.608 <1

-;.-.16.715 11

616.931 16

1358.639 37

;8.558
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Analysis of Variance: Comparison of Approaches for MAT Word
Discrimination Adjusted by First-Grade Pretests, CRAFT 2

(Split Session Schools Deleted)
(Class as Unit)

Source SS

Between Approaches 111.062

Within Approaches 1135.936

Total 1246.998

df MS

1 111.062 2.933
30 37.864

31

Analysis of Variance: Comparison of Approaches for MAT Word
Discrimination Adjusted by First-Grade Pretests

Controlling for School Effects, CRAFT 2
(Split Session Schools Deleted)

(Class as Unit)

Source

Between Schools 389.427 8

Between Approaches
within Schools 252.177 9 28.020 <1

Within Approaches
and Schools 605.394 14 43.242

Total 1246.993 31



Table 5.21

Analysis of Variance: Comparison of Methods for
MAT Word Discrimination Adjusted by First Grade- Pretests, CRAFT 2

(Split Session Schools Deleted)
(Class as Unit)

Source SS df MS

Between Schools :.)89.427

PV VT. LE -AV 59.575

PV vs. LE 104.318

BR vs. LE 67.067

BR vs. LE-AV 21.217

Between Methods within
Schools 252.177

Within Methods and
Schools 605.394 14 43.242

Total 1246.998 31

1 59.575 1.378

3 34.773 <1.

3 22.356 <1

2 10.608 <1

9.
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Table 5.23

San Diego Pupil Attitude Inventory, CRAFT 2
(Child as Unit)

Method and Approach N Mean

SC Approach

BR' 156 18.35

PV 190. 18.97

Total 346 18.69

LE Approach

LE 132 19.09

LE-AV 140 18.94

Total 272 19.01

All Methods 618 18.83

S.D.

;.87

3.59.

3.73

3.97

3.45'

3.72

3.73

Table 5.24

Comparison of Subsample Children
to the Entire Population on the MAT Posttests, CRAFT 2

MAT
Subtest

CRAFT Subsam jkle
Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.. N

Word Knowledge 18.49 8.94 629 19.27 8.92

Word Discrimination 22.0 3.76 630 23.29 8.40

Reading 11.57 628 2+.7911.81

Spelling 15.61 9.5 626 16.83 9.01

Arithmetic 2.11 .63 635 2.16 .59

149 -1.06

149 -1.38

149 -1.11

148 -1.54

128 -0.91
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Table 5.25

Correlations between First Grade Pretests

and Second Grade Subsample Tests

(Child as Unit)

Posttests

Murphy-
Durrell Thurstone
Learning Pattern Met. Readiness

Rate Copying Wd. Mng, Listen.

Gilmore

Accuracy .43** 34** 25** .41**

Rate .28** .2l** .22** .23**

Gates Wd. Pronunciation
45** .32** .27" .35"

Fry .42** .29** .17* .32"

Writing Sample

No. of Running Words .38** .23** .05

No. of Different Words .39** .23** .08 .16*

No. of Wds. Spell. Correct. .40** .24** .08 .12

No. of Polysyllabic Words .33** .19*- .08 .14

Mechanics Ratio Scale .19* .26** .16* .21**
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Table 5.29

Grade Equivalent Means on the Gilmore Accuracy and
Gates Word Pronunciation Tests, CRAFT 2

Method and Gilmore Gates
Approach Unadjusted. Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted

SC Approach

BR 3.36 3.42 2.97 3.00

PV 3.74 4.09 3.13 3.30

Total 3.55 3.76 3.05 3.15

LE Approach

LE 3.17 2.88 . 2.97 2.85
LE-AV 3.44 3.28 3.03 2.97

Total 3.30 3.08 3.00 2.91
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Table 5.31

Analysis of Variance: Fry Test Adjusted by
First-Grade Pretests Across All Schools, CRAFT 2

Source SS df MS F

Between Approaches 576.096 1 576.096 1.984

Within Approaches 10453.345 36 990.371

Total 11029.441 37

Table 5.32

Analysis of Variance: Fry Test Score Adjusted
by First-Grade Pretests Controlling for School Effects, CRAFT 2

Source SS df MS

Between Schools .
4074.722 10

Split. Session 1001.870 2 500.935 1.994,
Non-split Session 1934.136 9 214.904 <1

Between Approaches
within Schools 2936.006 11

Within Approaches
and Schools

Total

4018.713 16 251.170

11029.441 37
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Table 5.34

Analysis of Variance: Polysyllabic Word Score
Adjusted by First-Grade Pretests Across All Schools, CRAFT 2

Source SS df MS

Within Approaches 24.277 1 24.277 <1

Between Approaches 4077.172 36 113.255

Total 4101.449. 37

Table 5.35

Analysis. of Polysyllabic Word Score
Adjusted by First-Grade Pretests Controlling for

School Effects, CRAFT .2

Source SS df MS
to

F

Between Schools 1863.656 10

Split-Session 403.627
Non-split Session 1094:680

Between Approaches
within Schools

Within Approaches
and Schools

Total

2 201.814 4.366*
9 121.631 2.632*

1498.307 11

739.486 16 46.218

4101.449 37
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Table 5.37

Comparison of Boys and Girls on
MAT Raw Scores by Method, CRAFT 2

(Child as Unit)

Sdbtest Method Boys Girls
Mean S.D. N Mean

Word Khowl. BR 19.14 9.19 .77 20.01'8.80 84 r .61
PV 17.63 8.65 100 19.99 8.96 94 1.86
LE 17.34 8.68 70 18.36 8.83 66 .67

LE -AV 17.83 8.91 70 17.0]. 9.22 68 .53

Total 17.98 8.88 317 19.00 9.03 312 -1.43

Word Discrim. BR 22.28 8.60 76 23.16 8.76 .83 .63

PV 22.04 8.74 101 24.95 .8.24 '95 .2.39*
LE 21.65 7.84 69 21.88 13.156 67 .16

LE -AV 20.90 8.92 71 20.54 9.84 68 .22

Total 21.76 8.58 317 22.86 8.97 313. -1.57

Reading BR : 23.18 11.75 77 24.38 12.04 84 - .611.

PV 23.23.10.38 99 25.89 11.75 94 -1.66
LE 23.03 11.63 70 24.76 11.60 66 - .86

LE -AV 23.08'11.83 70 21.70 11.51 '68 ..69

Total 23.14 11.33 316 24.33 11.84 312 -1.29

Spelling BR 7 15.34 10.01 ,76 18.80 8.33 81 -2.33*
PV 13.94 9.54 101 18.04 9.36 95 .3,02*

LE , 13.48 8.55 , 69 15.68 8.83 65' -.1.45

LE -AV 11+.30 9.38 71 14.88 10.07 68 - .35
Total 14.26 9.44 317 17.05 9.29 309 -3.72*

Arithmetic BR 21.47 5.76 76 20.90 5.65 81 .62

PV 20.94 6.93 101 21.46 6.15 96 - .55
LE 21.68 5.88 71 22.43 6.18 '69 - .73
LE-AV 20.79:7.22 73 19.24 6.o6 68 1.38
Total 21.20 6.53 .321 21.05 6.11 314 .30

* P<05
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Table 5.38

Couparison of Boys and Girls on MAT Posttests
Adjusted by First-Grade Posttests, CRAFT 2

(Child as Unit)

Subtest Method Boys Girls
Mean N Mean S.D. N

Word Knowl. BR
PV
LE
LE-AV

Total

Word Discrim. BR
PV
LE
LE-AV

Total

Reading

Spelling

BR
PV'.

LE
LE-AV

Total

PV
BR

LE.
LE-AV

Total

18.59 9.19. 81 20.44 8.8o 85

17.87 8.65, 102 20.72 8.96 99
16.89 8.68 74 -18.68 8.83 71
17.40 8.91 74 17.0 9.22 7o
17.72 8.88 331 19.41 9.03 325

-1.32
-2.28*
- 1.22

0.24
.2.42*

21.13 8.6o 81 23.16 8.76 85 -1.50
22.67 8.74 102 _26.84 8.24 99 -3.47**
21.72 7.84 74' 21.93 8.56 71 -0.15
19.60 8.92 74 .20.11 9.84 70 -0.32
21.39 8.58 331 23.36 8.97 325 ..2.87**

.

21.10 11.75 81 ,23.65 12.04 85.. -1.37
24.10 10.38 102 27.05 11.75 99 -1.88
23.20 11.65 74, 26..38.11.60 71 -1.64
22.63 11.83 74
22.84 11.33 331

13.89 10.01 81
13.45 9.54 102
11.94 8.58 74
13.21 9.38 74
13.17 9.44 331

21.53 11.51
24.82 11.84

20.76 8.33
19.77 9.36
15.99 8.83
15.58 10.07
18.30 9.29

70 0.56
325 -2.19*

85
99
71
7o
325

-4.77**
-4.72**
-2.78**
-1.45
-7.01**

a
S.D. of raw scores

* P<.05

** P<A1
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Table 5.39

Pre-First-Grade School Experience, CRAFT 2

No Kgn. 21-100
Method or Pre-Kgn. Exp. Half Days, Full Kgn. Kdg. Plus

No. % No. % No. % No.

BR 48 28.92 12. 7.23 100 60.24 6 3.61

PV 58 29.00 7 3.50 129 64.50 6 5.00

LE 41 28.28 1 .69 98 67.59 .5 3.45

LE-AV 27 18.62 8 5.52 108 74.48 2 1.38

Total 174 26.52 28 4.27 435 66.31 19 2.90
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Table 5.41

Mean Grade Equivalents on Stanford Posttests of Children
with and without Full Kindergarten Experience, CRAFT 2

(Child as Unit)

Method

SC Approach

BR
with
without

PV
with
without

Total
with
without

LE Approach

LE
with
without

LE-AV
with
without

Total
with
without

All Methods
with
without

Subtests of Stanford. Posttests
Word

Reading
Paragraph
Meaning Vocab. Spell.

1.5 1.6 1.5 1.6
1.4 1.5 1.4 1.6

1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
1.4 1.4 1:5

1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6
1.4 1.4 1.6-

1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6
1.3 1.4 1.3 1.3

1.5 1.4 -- 1.5 1.6
1.4 1.3 1.3 1.3

1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6
1.3 1.4 '1.3 1.3

1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6
1.4 1.4 1.4 1.5

Wd. St.
Skills

1.5
1.4

1.4

1.5
1.4

1.4

1.3

1.5
1.3

1.4
1.3

1.5
1.4
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Table 5.11.

Mean Grade Equivalents on MAT Posttests
For Children with and without Kindergarten Experience, Craft 2

(Child as Unit)

Method -
A

and Word Word

Approach Knowledge Discrim. Reading Spelling*
.

,

SC Approach :.

BR
with
without

Py
with
without

Total
with
without

.

2 06 2.5

2.4 2.3

2.5 2.6
2.4 2.4

Total
with . 2.6 2.5

without 2.4 2.4

LE Approach

Li
with 2.5 2.5

without 2.3 2.2.

LE-AV
with 2.4 2.3

without 2.4 2.1

2.4 2.4

2.3. 2.1

,
.

All Methods
with 2.5 2.5

.

without 2.4 2.3

2.3
2.1

2.3
. 2.3

,

2-.3 :

:. 2.2 .

,
2.4

. 2.2

I..,

2.5
2.4

2.4
2.4

.,2.4

-'2.4

'2.5
2.1.

. 2.3 2.3
2.0 2.2

2.4 2.4
2.1 2.1

2.3 2.4

102 2.3

k.

* City Norms Unavailable; State Norms Used
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Table 5.44

Early Readers Compared to
Total Population on First-Grade' Pretests and Posttests, CRAFT 2

NNW

Test Total. Early Readers
N Mean S.D. N .Mean. S.D.

Pretests.

Murphy-Durrell
Phonemes 993
Capital Letter Names 1,007
Low.Case Let. Names 793
Total Letter Names 795
Learning Rate 1,064

Metropolitan Readiness
Word Meaning 1,124
Listening 1,125

Thurstone
Pattern Copying
Identical Forms

Posttests

Stanford
Word Reading
Paragraph Meaning
Vocabulary
Spelling
Word. Study Skills,

9.86 8.54
11.21 8.85
8.90 7.21

20.33 15.44
8.16 4.03

. ,

51 22.93 13.27 10,83*111,

49 21.82 6.24 8.31***-

35 17.71 6.96 7:.13 !li
36. 39.72 13.12 7.43K:II*
55 12.99 4.23. 7.174,H1,

3.25 2.28 56 6.96 3.01, 5 .37***

6.79 2.58 56 8.77 2:28-- 5471 ***

.34062 2.68 3.84. 56 5.95 5.03. 6.32*
1,102 5.36 6.16 56- 10.71 7.23 6 Am,*

1,127 13.42 6.38 51 23.02 7.43 3.0.64_

3.0323. 10.17 7.26 51 20.21 10.64 -9.761***
1,113 14.35 5.43. 53. 19.02 6.77 0.101**
1,101 6.51 5.62 51 12.96 5.75 842***
1,111 2508 9.05 51 37.02 30.79 '8.63***u

411111" P4.001
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Table 5.45

Early Readers Compared to Total Population
in the tanguage-EXperience Approach on First-Grade

Pretests and Posttests, CRAFT 1

Test Total Early Readers
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.

Pretests

Murphy-Durrell
Phonemes
Capital Letter Names
Low. Case Let. Names
Total Letter Names
Learning ace

Metropolitan Readiness
Word Meaning
Listening

Thurston
Pattern Copying
Identical Forms

'Posttests

Stanford
Word Reading
Paragraph Meaning
Vocabulary
Spelling
Word Study Skills

517 9.67 8.31
502 10.99 8.76
407 8.85 7.1+2
407 20.00 15.56
521 7.93 4.00

559 5.35 2.32
559 6.71 2.66

522 2.85 14.13
536 5.66 6.29

23 21.57 10.94
22 20.91 7.16
14 17.43 7.16
14 39.00 34.27
2411.96 3.68

24 8.00 2.90
24 9.39 2.17

24 6.67 5.2o
25 10.88 6.53

6.72***
5.19***
4.17**
4.400**
4.83***

5.49***
.841rwil

4.4***
446***

559 12.36 6.01 20 23.75 6.96 8.26***
551 8.94 6.59 20 17.85 10.78 5.89***

557 13.87 5.44 20 18.85 7.04 3.99***
547 5.86 5.36 20 11.70 6.21 4.76***
553 24.73 8.93 20 39.25 8.26 7.O9***

*** PC601
*** Pr.001
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Table 5.46

Early Readers Compared to Total Population
in the Skills-Centered Approach on First-Grade

Pretests and Posttests, CRAFT 1

Test Total
Mean S

Early Readers
N Mean S.D.

Pretests

Murphy-Durrell
Phonemes
Capital Letter Names
Low. Case Let. Names
Total Letter- Names
Learning Rate

Metropolitan Readiness
Word Meaning
Listening

Thurstone
Pattern Copying
Identical Forms

Posttests

Sialiford
Word Reading
Paragraph Meaning
Vocabulary
Spelling .

Word Study Skills

476 10.07 8.78 28
505 11.43 8.94 27
386 8.96 6.99 21
388 20.68 15.30 22
543 8.39 4.04 31

24.04 14.82
22.56 5.27
17.90 6.82
40.18 12.31
12.19 4.60

565 5.15 2.2; 32 6.19 2.86
566 6.87 2.50 32 8.31 .2.24

540 2.52 3.54 32 5;14 4',80
566 5.07 6.o3 31 10.58 7.74

8.27***
6.35.1H1*
5.72***
5.****
5.****

2.60*
3.21**

4.5544a
mime*

568 14.46 6.56 31 22.55 7.68 6.76***
560 11.39 7.68 31 21.74 10.27 7.3801"
556 14.84 5.34 31 19.13 6.59 4.40***
554 7.16 5.81 1 13.77 5.27 . 6.20HE*
558 27.22. 9.00 31 35-58 3.1.9 5:09***

PC.05

** P<.01
P<.001
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Table 5.47

Comparison of Early Readers in the Two Approaches
on-First-Grade Pretests and -Posttests, CRAFT 1

Test SC Approach LE Approach
N.. Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.

t .

Pretests

Murphy-Durrell
, !Phonemes 28

Capital Letter Rawl 27
Low.Case Let. Rakes ..21

,....Total Letter Naii0 22
Learning Rate . 31

Thurstone
Pattern. Copying 32
Tdentical Forms.:

.

r

2k.011. ,111..82 23 21.57. 1694 "'
22.56 5.27 - 22 20.91 7.16 88
17.90 6.82 14 17.43 .7.16 p19
40.18 .12.31 14 39.00 14.27 .25
12.19 4.60, 24 11.96 3.68 4, . '.20

r4

5.11.1 14..80 24 6.67 ,5.20
25 10.88 -6.53 t .1531 10.58 7.714:...

Metropolitan Readiness.
Word Meaning 32 6.19 2.86..
Listening 32 8.31 2.24 24. 9.39 2.17 =1.79

Detroit Word Recognition
Word. Recognition 25 5.08 8.16 14 8.36 6.27

24 8.po: 2.90 -2;29*

Posttests

Stanford _

Word Reading
Paragraph Meaning
Voc.abulary,.

Spelling
Word Study Skills

: 31. 22.55 7.68 20 : 23.75 6.96 56
31 21.74 10.27 20 17.85 10.78 1:25
33. 19.13 6.59 20 18.85 7.04

-3i 13..7t. 5.27 20 11.70 6.21 1.20
31 35.58 11.92 20 39.25 8..26'." 1.27

* N.05
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Table 5.48

Mean Grade Equivalents for Early Readers and
Total Population on First-Grade Stanford Posttest, CRAFT 1

Stanford Subtest Total Early Readers

Word Reading 1.4 1.9

Paragraph Meaning 1.5 1.7

Vocabulary 1.4 1.8

Spelling 1.6 2.0

Word Study Skills 1.4 1.9

Table 5.49

Mean Grade Equivalents for Early Readers on
First-Grade Stanford Posttest by Approach, CRAFT

Stanford Subtest SC Approach LE Approach

Word Reading 1.9 1.9

Paragraph Meaning 1.8 1.7

Vocabulary 1.8 1.8

Spelling 2.1 1.9

Word Study Skills 1.9 2.0

207



Table 5.50

Comparison of Early Readers in the Two Approaches
on Second-Grade Metropolitan Achievement Tests, CRAFT 2

!Test SC Approach LE. Approach . t
Mean

October 'Tests

Word Knowledgea'b 17 2.411

Reactinga'b 'l'7 2.51

April Tests

Word Knowledge- 17 27.12*

Word, Discrimination 17 30.18

Reading 17 33.06

Spelling 17 24.35

ArithmetiCb 16 2.53

S.D.

.55

.76

8.76

6.o6

12.31

5.82

.47

N Mean

15 2.45

15 2.10

16 -26.44

16 29.56

16 35.19

16 23.94

14 2.62

S.D.

' .52
:55 1:72

6.86 .24

5.89 .29

10.10 - .53

6.38 .19

..49 - .49

a These weie4he only iubteits.administered in October
b

Grade Equivalents since no raw scores were available

* P(.05

. re
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Table 5.50A

Comparison of Early Readers and Total Population on
Second-Grade Metropolitan Achievement Tests,

CRAFT 2

Total CRAFT

October Tests

Word Knowledge 1.7

Reading. 1.7

April Tests

Word Knowledge 2.4

Word Discrimination 2.4

Reading 2.3

Spelling* 2.4 _

Arithmetic 2.1

* From National Norms

209
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Table 5.51

Mean Grade Equivalents for Early Readers on
Second-Grade Metropolitan Achievement Tests by.Approach, CRAFT 2

Test SC Appropch LE Approach

October Tests

Word Khowledge
a
'
b

. asb
ReadIng

. ,

2.44

2.3

April Tests

Word Knowledge 3.2

Word Discrimination 3.5

Reading. 2.8

Spelling 3.6

Arithmetic, 2.5

2.45:-

3.1

3.5 ..

2.9

2.6

a
These were the only subtests administered. in October

b
Grade equivalents since no raw scores were available
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Table 5.52

Early Readers Compared to Total CRAFT Population
on Second-Grade MAT Posttests

Test Total Ear llyW..ders t

N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.

Total Population
Word Knowledge 629
Word Discrimination 630
Reading 628
Spelling 626
Arithmetic 635

SC Approach
Word Knowledge
Word Discrimination 355
Reading 354
Spelling
Arithmetic

355

353
354

LE Approach
Word, Knowledge 274

Word Discrimination 275
Reading 274
Spelling 273
Arithmetic 281

18.49 8.94 33 26.79 7.90
22.30 8.75 33 29.88 5.99

23.73 11.57 33 34.09 11.34
15.163 9.45 33 24.15 6.10
2.11 .63 30 2.57 .48

5.25***
4.9o***
5.07***
5.10***
3.94***

19.15 8.92 17 27.12 8.76 3.57**
23.13 8.63 17 30.18 6.06 3.27**
24.20 11.48 17 33.06 12.31 3.09 0*
16.46 9.52 17 24.35 5.82 3.32**
21.18 6.18. 16 25.31 4.70 2.57*

17.63 8.90 16 26.44 6.86 3.83**

21.24 8.8o 16 29.56 5.89 3.166**

23.13 11.65 16 35.19 10.10 441**
14.56 9.24 16 23.94 6.38 3.93**
2.11 .65 14 2.62 .49 2.89*

a
Grade equivalents

* P<.05

** N.01

P(.001
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Table 5.53

Mean Daily Time in Minutes for

Reading Activities and Supportive Activities, CRAFT 2

(Class as Unit)

Method and Reading Time Supportive Time Total Time

.': *roach. Mean . S.D. . Mean

4

.* Approach
f

BR 108.40 18.42 55.10

162.50 .12.36 59.50

Totai :,..:4105...115 15.96 ' 57.30

LE Approach

LE

LE-AV

Total

.99.00 lo.86 106.88

'92.00 14.67- :: 91.88.

95.50 1307. 99.38

All Methods 100.73 15.09 77.23

S.D. Mean*

21.80 163.50

17.57 162 .00

19:92 162.75

_ 18.38 205:88

3.14- .79 183.88

18.29 194.88

28.19 177.96

S.D.

34..43

; .26

29.17

:111:-.96

17.76

1.8.96

29.58

212

.



S
a
b
i
n
 
5
.
5
4

M
e
a
n
 
M
i
n
u
t
e
s
 
P
e
r
 
D
a
y
 
S
p
e
n
t
 
o
n
 
S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
S
u
p
p
o
r
t
i
v
e
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
,
 
C
R
A
F
T
 
2

(
C
l
a
s
s
 
a
s
 
U
n
i
t
)

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

S
k
i
l
l
s
-
C
e
n
t
e
r
e
d
 
A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

L
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
-
E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 
A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

B
R

P
V

T
o
t
a
l

L
E

L
E
-
A
V

T
o
t
a
l

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

M
e
a
n
.
.

S
.
D
.

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

B
a
s
a
l
 
R
e
a
d
e
r

5
4
.
6
7

1
5
.
9
7

4
5
.
7
6

6
.
7
2

5
0
.
2
2

1
5
.
0
4

1
.
8
6

5
.
2
3

4
.
3
7

5
.
7
0

3
.
1
2

5
.
6
1

E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 
C
h
a
r
t

6
.
4
4

4
.
3
9

5
.
9
8

4
.
4
0

6
.
2
1

4
.
4
o

1
8
.
3
0

5
.
1
8

1
3
.
5
8

8
.
2
9

1
5
.
9
4

7
.
5
0

I
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l
i
z
e
d
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

9
.
0
4

5
.
1
3

6
.
4
8

5
.
2
4

7
.
7
6

5
.
3
4

3
5
.
0
0

1
8
.
9
0

3
4
.
6
2

1
1
.
8
6

5
4
8
1

1
5
.
7
9

S
i
g
h
t
 
W
o
r
d
s

1
0
.
4
7

2
.
3
8

9
.
3
3

5
.
2
0

9
.
9
0

4
.
0
8

1
2
.
8
3

3
.
9
6

1
4
.
3
7

3
.
6
6

1
3
.
6
0

3
.
8
9

P
h
o
n
i
c
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

1
2
.
4
2

3
.
6
0

2
8
.
5
7

8
.
7
4

2
0
.
5
0

1
0
.
4
8

1
5
.
2
3

4
.
3
3

1
6
.
2
5

5
.
7
7

1
5
.
7
4

5
.
1
3

r
o

O
t
h
e
r
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

S
u
p
p
o
r
t
i
v
e
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

1
6
.
1
1

7
.
1
1

6
.
0
4

3
.
2
6

1
1
.
0
8

7
.
4
8

1
5
.
6
4

1
1
.
3
5

8
.
4
8

5
.
2
2

1
2
.
0
6

9
.
5
3

.
0

L
i
s
t
e
n
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
S
t
o
r
i
e
s

6
.
9
6

3
.
3
6

8
.
4
8

4
.
3
7

7
.
7
2

3
.
9
7

1
5
.
7
8

4
.
0
0

1
1
.
9
7

2
.
6
7

1
3
.
8
8

5
.
9
0

L
i
s
t
e
n
i
n
g
 
t
o
 
P
o
e
t
r
y

1
.
6
0

1
.
2
7

2
.
5
9

1
.
1
0

-
2
.
1
0

1
.
2
9

3
.
7
0

2
.
9
6

3
.
3
6

1
.
6
6

3
.
5
3

D
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n

8
.
0
4

4
.
5
4

1
3
.
0
1

5
.
1
5
'

1
0
.
5
2

5
.
4
5

1
8
.
2
6

7
.
3
9

1
2
.
2
8

5
.
2
4

1
5
.
2
7

7
.
0
7

W
r
i
t
i
n
g

1
3
.
6
1

5
.
3
0

1
6
.
0
2

8
.
0
2

1
4
.
8
2

6
.
9
0

2
4
.
2
8

7
.
2
1

1
6
.
2
1

5
.
4
5

2
0
.
2
4

7
.
5
6

A
u
d
i
o
-
V
i
s
u
a
l
 
A
c
t
i
v
i
t
y

1
.
7
2

1
J
4
0

5
.
4
7

2
.
1
2

2
.
6
0

2
.
0
0

2
.
8
1

4
.
2
5

1
1
.
1
5
.

3
.
4
4

.
6
.
9
8

5
.
6
9

A
-
V
 
w
i
t
h
 
D
i
s
c
u
s
s
i
o
n

2
.
8
1

2
.
8
4

2
.
8
5

3
.
4
8

2
.
8
5

3
4
1
8

4
.
3
7

4
.
3
5

1
4
.
9
2

5
.
3
2

9
.
6
4

7
.
1
7

D
r
a
m
a
t
i
z
a
t
i
o
n

3
.
4
1

4
.
0
0

5
.
5
4

2
.
6
6

5
.
4
8

3
.
4
o

6
.
4
3

4
.
7
1

6
.
4
6

2
.
8
0

6
.
4
4

.
8
7

A
r
t
 
W
o
r
k
 
w
i
t
h
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g

7
.
9
3

4
.
2
8

5
.
6
8

4
.
8
1

6
.
8
0

4
.
6
9

1
7
.
2
3

8
.
8
5

8
.
5
2

3
.
5
7

1
2
.
8
8

8
.
0
5

O
t
h
e
r
 
L
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
.
 
A
r
t
s

8
.
2
2

5
.
8
6

3
.
5
0

2
.
7
0

5
.
8
6

5
.
1
4

1
3
.
6
4
.

1
5
.
4
6

6
.
7
5

4
.
9
3

1
0
.
2
0

1
0
;
7
1

S
o
c
i
a
l
 
S
t
u
d
i
e
s

1
4
.
1
2

7
.
8
5

1
4
.
5
1

8
.
1
8

1
4
.
3
2

8
.
0
1

0
.
0
0

0
.
0
0

.
6
2

1
.
3
9

.
5
1

1
.
0

S
c
i
e
n
c
e

1
2
.
9
7

7
.
7
1

1
1
.
1
5

7
.
7
8

1
2
.
0
5

7
.
8
0

0
.
0
0

0
.
0
0

1
.
3
6

.
3
9

1
.
0
4



Table 5.55

Correlations of 73 Variables with MAT Adjusted Class Means, CRAFT 2

Variable Adjusted by Pretests Agalltgazitlatial
WK. WD Rdg SpWKa WD Rdg Sp

1 Median yrs. Educ. in comm. -09 . 10 -07 02 -A 08: -10 -03

2 Median income in community 03 20 06 08 02 24 06 08

3 Teacher's Age 18 10 07 .02 26 22 14 o6

4 Teacher's Educational Level -13 01. 03 -13 -14 06 07 -14

5 Type Teaching Certificate 03 -12 03 -17 05 -14 04 -21

6 Total No. Yrs. Teeth. Exp. 16 03 19 -09 :21 08 25 -07

7 Total Yrs. Gr. 2 Teeth. EXp. .27 02 23 -05 29 01 25 -08

8 Marital Status 15 -31 -06 -31 -06 +21; 0 -26

9 NUMber of Children' -08 -01 02 -02 .00 11 14 08

10 Teacher Absence -42* -36* -36* -40* -38* -29 -33* -36*

11 Teacher Pre. S-D: Basic 21 11 11 09 12 -03 00 03

12
it

-Pre. S-D: Indiv. 02 -20 -07 -06 06 -20 -06 44

13 " Pre. S-D: LE 00 =05 -04 06 03 -103 .02- 12

14 If Post. S-D: Basic 10 14 03 06 01 04 -09 -03

15 " ;Post. S-D: lndiv. 08 -05 06 00 11: -05 08 col

16
I, Post. S-D: LE .03 -14 -01 -04 -01 --17 01 -05

17 OSCAR Empirical LE 25 18 . 33* 17 27 17 3801i 19

:18 11, n SC -10 -10 -28- -04 -11. '..10 .3311.. -10

19
u v LE High AV -26 -31 -19 -24 -20 -24 -12 -18

20 " LE Low AV -16 -15 -06 -20 -13 -10 -01 -21

21 n n PV , 03 10 05 04 -01 07 02 00

22
w n

ER 01 -07 -15 03 -03 , -16 -24 -02

23 A Priori LE 14 -05 23 -05 1i. -07 26 -08

24 .1 SC -03 -01 -23 05 -03 .02 ; -29 05

*25 " Control -22 -08 -22 00 -26 -12 -28 -01

26 Pos. Motiv. Climate -23 -28 -15 -26 -17 40 -07 -21

27 Neg. Motiv. Climate -26 -24 -36* -12 -26 -23 -40* -09

28 OSCAR Total Interchanges -01 -05 -01 -01 -03 -09 -03 -02

29 " 1Preeningful,Interchanges .04 -14 -18 -07 .01. ..14 -18 '. -07

30 Mean Log Time All Activities -21 47 -17 -21 -19 -26 -15 -22

.31 " " "
0 Rdg. " 07 pel 04 18 -01 00 -03 16

32 " " "
I,

B4PP " -24 -30 -20 -32* -19 -26 -14 -32*

33 "
"

" B R 13 21 10. 23 05 13 00 19

34 .1 " Exp. Chart -11 -11 -04 -02 -13 -16 -03 -06

35
It It II Indiv. Rdg. -16 -22 -16 -19 -12 -17 . -13 -18

36
il

" " Sight Words 02 -23 -11 -13 09 -19 -07 -08

a
WK = Word Knowledge

WD = Word Discrimination
b

Decimal points omitted

Rdg = Reading

Sp = Spelling
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Table 5.55 cont.

Variable Adjusted by Pretests Adjusted by Posttests
WK WD Rdg Sp WK WD Rdg Sp

37 Mean Log Time Phonic Activity -15 -02 -13 -12 -13 04 -11 -08

38 " " " Other Rdg " 28 16 32* 25 29 13 36* 25

39 "
11

" Listen.to Stories -37* 43* -33* -47* -35* -38* -30 -49*
40 w

" " Poetry -08 -16 03 -21 -07 -16 06 -25
41 "

il
" Discussion -30 -16 -18 -19 -30 -10 -17 -17

42 " " " Writing -17 -19 -23 -29 -11 -11 -19 -29

43 "
.1

" Audio-Visual Act. -15 -24 -14 -14 -07 -19 -05 -08

44 " " " AV with Discussion-02 -08 01 06 00 -12 03 08
45 pi

a Dramatization -01 -11 04 -05 -06 -22 00 -14

46 w w " Art ***I'M Rdg -17 -16 -16 -24 -14 -10 -14 -25

47 " " " Other Lang. Arts 01 -11 04 -11 06 -10 lo -11

48 m
Social Studies -01 24 07 20 -06 24 03 21

49 " " " Science -01 20 05 19 -07 19 00 19

50 Teacher Competence 18 10 27 12 16 06 28 10

51 Child's Chronological Age 00 -11 -11 -14 08 -02 -04 -06

52 Grade 1 Pupil Absence -16 -11 -23 -14 -12 -04 -22 -08

53 MT 10/65 WE (GE) 73* 74* 81* 76* 56* 50* 67* 600

54 MT 10/65 Reading (GE) 71* 69* 75* 70 58* 51* 64* 58*

55 Grade 2 Pupil Absence 07 20 03 29 05 20 -01 33*

56 Pupil San Diego 47* 19 40* 25 52* 19 46* ,29

57 No. Books Read Completely 32* 25 37* 29 3o 18 37* 24

58 No. Books Read Partially -21 -10 -21 -15 -27 -14 -30 -22

59 Eagerness to Read 32* 37* 32* 35* 25 25 25 28

60 Maturity of Choices 26 39* 33* 40 15 27 25 30

61 Grade 1 Class Size - 5/1/65 -23 -10 -27 -24 -23 -05 -27 -24

62 Grade 2 Class Size - 3/15/66 -13 -09 -04 -13 -13 -04 -03 -11

63 % CRAFT Children in Class 10 14 17 14 07 07 16 10

64 Teacher-Pupil Similarity -01 -03 02 -01 05 08 09 08

65 CRAFT Teacher Attitude 18 36* 32* 31 07 24 25 18

66 4/66 WK Adjusted 100 76* 85* 76* 95* 63! 80* 700

67 4/66 MAT W D by 76* 100 79* 890 64* 90* 70 84*

68 4/66 MAT MI Pretest 85* 79* 100 791 .74* 61* 95* 68*

69 4/66 MAT Sp) Grade 1 76* 89* 79* 100 62* 72* 67* 910

70 4/66 MT Adjusted 95* 64* 74* 62* 100 64* 77* 66*

71 4/66 NAT WD by 63* 90* 61* 72* 64* 100 64* 80*

72 4/66 MAT Rdg Posttest 8o* 70 95* 67* 77*. 64* .100 65*

73 4/66 MAT Sp) Grade 1 70 84* 680 94* 66* 80* 65* 100

* 11(.05
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Table 5.56

Mean Minutes Per Day Spent fc-:
Reading Activities Correlated with the MAT Subtests p CRAFT 2

Method and Approach
r with MAT*

Word Knowl. Word Discrim. Reading Spell.

SC Approach

BR
Reading time .01

Supportime time - .23.

Total time - .19

11=

PV
Reading time - .07 - .09

Supportive time .22 .03

Tbtal time .12 .00

. Tbtal
Reading time .01. - .30

Supportive time - .06 - .16

Total time - .07 -..29

.05

- .13
- .08

- .66*

- .42

- .57

- .57
- .19
- .22

LE Approach

LE
Reading time .16 .16 .3.2

Supportive time - .59 - .54 - .50'

Total time - .64 - .56 - .55

LE-AV
Reading time - .25 .26 .06

Supportive time .12 .4-3* .35

Tbtal time - .10 .58 .34

Total
Reading time . - .07 .26 .12

Supportive time - .26 - .02 - .10

Tbtal time - .29 .16 - .02

All Methods
Reading time .01 .01 - .03

Supportive time - .19 - .26 - .14

Total time - .19 - .26 - .15

- .03
- .20
- .17

- .22
.08

- .04

- .08

- .11
- .11

.55
-.69"
- 45

.24

23
.39

.32

.36

.12

.16
- .52
- .22

a MAT Subtest scores are adjusted by Grade 1 posttests

* P<.05
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Tble 5.60

,Comparisons between Methods on OSCAR R Scales, mum 2

osaR R Scale Mean
1

S.D.
1

Mean, S.D.
2

t

Empirical SC BR LE-AV

4..67**

4.10**

5.46**'

4.50 2.71

ism

.22 .44

LE

4.50 2.71

BR

.66 .70

PV

4.50 2.71

FY

1.20 .91

LE-AV

1.20 .91 .22 .44 2.88*

Eipirical LE High AV LE-AV LE.

3.88 2..31 .66 .86 3.70"

'Empirical BR BR PV

6.20 3.45 1.80 :1.39 3.551'*'

A Priori LE LE PV

3.22 2.10 .70 .94 3.1,1*
LE BR

3.22 2.10 1.10 1.52 2.36'

A. Priori SC BR LE

5.50 3.17 1.22 1.30 3.711'*

BR LE-AV

5.50 3.17 1.66 2.34 2.86*

BR PV

5.50 3.17 2.80 1.39 2.34*.

PV LE

2.80 1.39 1.22 1.30 2.42*

Control BR LE

16.30 5.92 7.55 2.78 3.97**

BR LE-AV

16.30 5.92 10.00 5.19 2.34*

PV LE

13.90 4.86 7.55 2.78 :.35**

Neg. Moth/. Climate BR LE

5.90 4.58 1.77 1.56 2.54*
PV LE

4.10 1.52 1.77 1.56 :AM.**

% Meaningful Interchanges BR PV

75.70 11.88 57.50 18.00

P<.05

1K.01
222
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Table 5.62

t Comparisons of Second-Grade Teachers on
the San Diego PreRAFTtests and Posttests,

C

Method and Scale N Pretest Posttest
Mean S.D. Mean -S.D.

BR

Basic 10 43.10- 2.76 43.10' '4;45 0.00

Individualized 10 40.50 7.10 35.30 7.46 2.27*

Lang.-Exp. 10 39.00 6.84 31.80 8.54 2.42*

PV

Basic 10 42.00 5.51 46.80 5.05 -2.21*

Individualized 10 36.40 5.16 33.50 6.09 1.67

Lang.-Exp. 10 34.00 5.24 29.10 6.74 3.81**

LE

Basic 9 14.33 4.09 34.22 2.86 6.21**

Individualized 9 37.44 3.64 43.88 6.79 -2.5,"
Lang.-Exp. 9 37 11 5.25 44.22 4.73 -3.10**

LE-AV

Basic 9 38.88 3.51 35.33 7.58 1.61

Individualized 9 43.11 4.19 47.0o 5.00 -2.56*

Lang.-Exp. 9 42.77 8.96 47.00 4.71 -1.40

* N.05
P<.01
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Table 5.63

Significant t Comparisons between Methods
on the San Diego Teacher Inventory Pretest, CRAFT 2

San Diego Scale Mean
1

S.D.
1

Mean
2

S.D.,

Basic Scale

Individual Scale

L-E Scale

LE
44.33 4.09

BR
34.10 2.76

LE-AV

43.11 4.19

LE-AV
3.11 7717

LE-AV
42.77 8.96

LE-AV
38.88 3.51 2.86*

LE-AV
38.68 3.51 2.73*

PV

36.40 5.16 2.96*

LE
37.44 3.64 2.89*

PV
34.00 5.24 2.42*

* P<.05

** P<.01
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Table 5.64

Means and Standard Deviations for Significant Si.
Comparisons between Methods on the San Diego Teacher Inventory

Posttests, CRAFT 2

San Diego Scale Meant S D
1

Mean
2

S.D.
2

Basic Scale

Individual Scale

L-E Scale

PV

46.8o 5.05
PV

46.8o 5.05
BR

43.10 4.45
BR'

43.10 4.45

LE-AV

47.00 5.00
LE-AV

47.00 5.00
LE

43.88 6.79
LE

43.88 6.79

LE-AV

47.00 4.71
LE-AV

47.00 4.71
LE

44.22 4.73
LE

44.22 4.73

LE

34.22 2.86
LE-AV

35.33 7.58
LE

34.22 2.86
LE-AV

35.33 7.58

PV

33.50 6.09
BR

35.30 7.46
PV

33.50 6.09
BR

35.30 7.46

PV

6.41**

3.62**

4.95**

2.54*

5.oe**

3.83**

3.3o**

2.48*

29.10 6.74 6.40**
BR

31.80 8.54 4.61**
PV

29.10 6.74 5.40**
BR

31.80 8.54 3.76**

* P(.05
** IK.01



Table 6.1

Pupil Loss by School and Borough from the Beginning
of First Grade through the End'of Third Grade, CRAFT 3

School Beginning of First Grade

A

I

J

K

L

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

122

110

110

101

99

126

102

115

137

114

119

123

1:378

End of First Grade
Number
Lost

104 18

87 23

90 20

79 22

87 12

105 21

92 10'

88 27

99 38

95 19

99 20

103 20

1,128 250

Brooklyn

Manhattan

Queens

232

653

493

191

541

396

41

112

97

227



Table 6.2

Pupils' School Location by Method, CRAFT 3

Method Pupils Still in Pupils No Longer Total

CRAFT Schools in CRAFT Schools

SC Approach

BR 166

PV 193

Total 359

u8 284

86 279

2o4 563

LE Approach

LE 119 291

LE-AV 165 109 274

Total 337 228 565

Al]. Methods 696 432 1128
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Table 6.3

Distribution of Total Population by
Group and Grade Placement, CRAFT 3

Placement
Group I Group II :Group III Grade 3

Tests Total
Nissi

Grade Level

1

2

1 1 3 1

46 29 23 3.,. lei

6

3 551 339 111 14 iou

4 2 1 1 4

5 2 2

Total 598 371 140 19 1128

Class Placement

, CRND 3 3 4 2 12 ;

Jr. Guid. . 7 lo 5 22

Citizenship 1 1
1

Op. 7 2 2 2 13

Reg..Classes 581 355 129 15 1080

229
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Table 6.4

First-Grade Pretests for Children with First through

Third-Grade Data

Method
and. Aver-

Approach age N

Thurstone Metropolitan Readiness
Durrell

Word Mg. Listening

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Skills-Centered Approach

BR: Boys 55 9.47 3.94 2.6o 4.33 5.66 2.28 7.33 2.48

Girls 68 6.49 2.75 2.57 3.82 547 2.34 6.99 2.42

Total 123 7.79 3.63 2.58 4.04 5.34 2.32 7.14 2.45

Elr: Boys 68 7.03 2.95 2.37 3.65 5.54 2.23 6.67 2.50

Girls 72 8.69 4.03 3.49 4.09 4.97 2.05 7.29 2.61

Total 140 .7.88 3.63 2.96 3.91 5.25 2.15 6.99 2.57

Total Skills-Centered

Boys 123

Girls 140

Total 263

8.12 3.46 2.47 3.97 5.59 2.25 -.6.97 2.51

7.60 3.63 3.05 3.99 5.02 2.20 7.14 2.52

*7.83 3.64 2.78 3.97 5.29 2.23 7.06-2.51

Language- Experience Approach

LE: Boys 52 8.00 5.24 3.20 4.40 5..65 2.85 7.02 2.30

Girls 48 7.93 3.24 3.87 4.77 5.96 2.12 6.76 .3.00

Total 100 7.97 4.33 3.52 4.57 5.8o 2.51 6.90 2.65

LE-
AV: Boys 47 8.20 3.32 3.30 4.73 5.98 3.08 7.47 2.72

Girls 45 8.09 3.62 2.c6 3.25 5.57 2.18 7.17 2.34

Total 92 8.14 :5.45 4.09 5.77 2.67 7.32 2.53

Total Language-Experience

Boys 99 8.10 4.37 3.25 4.56 5.8o 2.96 7.23 2.52

Girls 93 8.07. 3.44 3.23 4.25 5.78 2.16 6.95 2.72

Total 192 8.05 3.92 3.23 4.35 5.78 2.60 7.09 2.62

All Methods

Boys 222 8.11 3.89 2.82 4.26 5.68 2.59 7.08 2.52

Girls 233 7.76 3.56 3.12 4.05 5.33 2.22 7.06 2.60

Total 455 7.92 3.76 2.96 4.14 5.49 2.42 7.07 2.56
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Table 6.5

First-Grade Pretests for Children with only First
and Third-Grade Data

Murp -
Method

ell
Thurston Metropolitan Readiness

Durr
and Aver-
Approach age N Mean S.D.

Skills-Centered Approach

BR: Boys

Girls

Total

32 12.16 4.43

39 12.05 4.45

71 12.10 4.41

PV: Boys 27 6.81 4.12

Girls 37 8.86 3.77

Total 64 7.98 4.03

Total Skills-Centered

Mean S.D.

2.28 2.78

2.20 2.73

2.23 2.73

4.00 4.68

2.58 2.6o

3.20 3.7o

Word Mng. Listening
.Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

5.21 2.16 7.21 1.96

4.73 1.811. 7.17 2.44

4.95 1.99 7.19 2.22

5.37 2.11 6.85 2.84

5.41 2.28 6.78 3.00

5.39 2.19 6.81 2.91

Boys 59 9.67 5.05 3.12 3.93 5.28 2.14 7.05 2.40

Girls 76 10.54 4.44 2.39 2.67 5.05 2.09 6.98 2.73

Total 135 10.16 4.71 2.72 3.29 5.15 2.10 7.01 2.57

- ApproachA m.....ach

LE: Boys 35 6.91 3.42 2.50 3.33 5.62 1.61 . 6.14 2.35

Girls 4.2 6.60 3.24 3.20 4.50. 5.14 1.72 7.48 2.45

Total 77 6.75 3..30 2.87 3.99 5.36 1.68. 6.87 2.48

LE-
AV: Boys 35 11.00 4.45 4.36 5.66 6.03 2.21 7.33 2- .66

Girls 41 10.58 4.18 2.85 4.12 4.86 2.18 6.56 2.44

Total 76 xv 10.78 4.29. 3.53 4.90 5.39 2.26 6.91 2.56

Total. Language-Experience

Boys 70 8.98 4.47 3.39 4.69 5.83 1.95. 6.74 2.58

Girls 83 8.54 4.23 3.03 4.32 5.00 1.97 7.01 2.49

Total 153 8.75 4.32 3.19 4.47 5.38 2.00 6.89 2.52

All Methods

Boys 129

Girls 159

Total 288

9.29 4.75 3.27 4.36 5.58 2.06 6.88 2.51

9.53 4.45 2.73 3.66 5.02 2.03 7.00 2.61

9.42 4.56 2.97 3.98 5.27 2.05 6.95 2.54
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Table 6.6
First-Grade Pretests for Children with only First-

Grade Pretest and Third-Grade Data

. Method
and
Approach

Murphy-

ve
DurrellAr-

Thurstome Metropolitan Readiness
Word king. Listening

age N Man S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Skills-Centered Approach

EpL, Boys 10 10.40 4.45 1.86 1.57 5.25 1.86 7.25 2.83

Girls 11 8.00 2.68 1.82 1.89 5.90 1.9? 7.40 1.51
Total. 23. 9.14 3.75' 1.83 1.72 5.55 1.90 7.32 2.28

PV: .Boys

Girls

Total

7 6.50 5.24 1.67 2.88 5.14 2.34 7.29 2.29
7 8.14. 4.74 1.43 2.57 5.29 1.60 5.86 2.12

14 7.38 14.84 1.54 2.60 5.23. 1.93 6.57 2.24

Total Skills-Centered

Boys 17

Girls 18

Total 35

Language-Erkerience Approach

LE: Boys

Girls

Total

8.94. 5.12 1.77 2.27 5.21 2.05 7.26 2.64

8.05 3.62 1.67 2.19 5.65 1.85 6.76 3..94

8.47 4.29 1.71 2.14 5.42 1.92 7.03 2.29

13 6.71 3.00 1.93 3.60 4.77 1.36 6.4.6 2.50

14 7.43 3.06 4.93 3.29 5.40 1.76 8.73 1.53
27 7.04 3.04 3.56 3.72 5.07 1.62 7.74 2.33

LE-
AV: Boys 19 9.44 4.33' 4.00 7.47 5.05 2.42 6.85 3.08

Girls 9 11.50 4.50 3.00 3.42 4.10 2.18. 7.30 3.34
'Total 28 10.08 .4.4o 3.7o 6.48 4.73 2.35 7.00 3.12

Total Language-Experience

Boys 32 8.24; 4.*04 3.12 6.22 4.94 2.07 6.70 2.87

Girls 23 8.91 4.14 4.23 3.46 4.88 2.04 *8.16 2.52.

Total 55 8.53 4036 3.63 5.28 4.89 2.04 7.35 2.8o

All Methods

Boys 4.9 8.47 4.44 2.74. 5.44 5.04 2. 07 6.90 2.80

Girls 4.1 8.52 3.94 3.08 3.22 5.19 2.00 7.59 2.4.0

Total 90 8.51. 4.15 2.93 4.50 5.10 2.01 7.23 2.62
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Table 6.8

Raw Scores on MAT Posttests (April, 1967)

for Children with First through Third-Grade Data

Method
and

Approach

Average
Arithmetic
Concepts

Word .

Knowledge Reading
Mean. S.D.N Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Skills-Centered Approach
BR

Boys 58 22.40 11.29 18.88 9.42 17.44 7.12

Girls 69 20.69 10.84 18.77 9.21 16.64 7.04

Total 127 21.47 11.04 18.82 9.27 17.01 7.06

PV
Boys 70 25.84 10.80 19.79 10.91 17.07 6.86

Girls 74 23.74 10.19 23.04 11.39 19.17 7.37

Total 144 24.76 10.51 21.46 11.24 18.15 7.18

Total Skills-Centered
Boys 128 24.28 11.16 19.38 10.27 17.24 6.98

Girls 143 22.27 10.62 20.98 10.61 17.95 7.32

Total 271 23.22 10.89 20.22 10.45 17.62 7.15

Language-Experience Approach;
LE

Boys 53 24.37 10.77 18.19 10.65 18.17 7.47

Girls 51 23.62 14.27 22.35 12.09 20.83 8.26

Total 104 24.00 12.57 20.23 11.52 19.47 7.94

LE-AV
Boys 48 23.77 10.51 20.62 10.80 16.94 6.54

Girls 46 23.84 9.84 22.77 10.58 19.23 7.98

Total 94 23.80 10.13 21.68 10.69 18.07 7.34

Total Language Experience
8or.i 101 24.08 10.65 19.33 10.79 17.59 7.07

Girls 97 23.72 12.37 22.55 11.40 20.07 8.17
Total 198 23.90 11.47 20.92 11.16 18.81 7.69

All Methods

Boys 229 24.19 10.94 19.36 10.50 17.39 7.02

Girls 240 22485 11.38 21.62 10.96 18.81 7.75

Total 469 23.50 11.14 20.52 10.76 18.12 7.41
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Table 6.10

Multiple Regression Equations for CRAFT 3, Group I

Prediction from First-Grade Pretests

Metropolitan Elem. C + X
1

+ X2 + X3 + x4

Reading 7.009

Word Knowledge 3.836

0.371 0.363 0.503 0.609

0.704 0.484 0.786 0.754,

Prediction from Second-Grade Posttests

C + X5 + X6 + X7

Reading 4.834 0.10 0.128 0:294

Word-Knowledge 0.457 0.276. 0.230

X
1
= Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate

Xi= Thurstone, Pattern Copying

X3 = Metropolitan Readiness,Word Meaning

.X4 =*.Metropolitan'Readiness, Listening.

X
5
= MAT Word Knowledge, CRAFT 2

X6 ilk! Word Discrimination, CRAFT2

X
7
= MAT Reading, CRAFT 2

238



T
a
b
l
e
 
6
.
/
1

M
A
T
 
P
o
s
t
t
e
s
t
s
 
(
A
p
r
i
l
.
;
 
1
9
6
7
)
 
A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
C
R
A
F
T
1
 
P
r
e
t
e
s
t
s

a
n
d
 
b
y
 
C
R
A
F
T
 
2
 
P
o
s
t
t
e
s
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
w
i
t
h
 
F
i
r
s
t
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
 
T
h
i
r
d-
G
r
a
d
e
 
D
a
t
a

.
A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
C
R
A
F
T
 
1
 
P
r
e
t
e
s
t
s
 
A
d
j
u
s
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
C
R
A
F
T
 
2
 
P
o
s
t
t
e
s
t
s

M
e
t
h
o
d
 
a
n
d
 
A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

N
W
o
r
d
 
K
n
o
w
.

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

S
k
i
l
l
s
-
C
e
n
t
e
r
e
d
 
A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

B
R
B
o
y
s

5
9

G
i
r
l
s
:

'
7
0

.
T
O
t
a
1
,

'
1
2
9

P
V
B
o
y
s

7
1

G
i
r
l
s

7
5

T
o
t
a
l

1
4
6

T
o
t
a
l
 
S
k
i
l
l
s
-
C
e
n
t
i
r
e
d

B
o
y
s

1
3
0

G
i
r
l
s

1
4
5

o
t
a
l

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

1
6
.
1
4

1
7
.
1
9

1
8
.
6
0

1
6
.
3
0

1
7
.
4
7

1
6
.
6
9
.

2
0
.
2
0

2
1
.
2
2

2
5
.
0
7

1
9
.
6
2

2
2
.
7
0

2
0
.
4
9

1
8
.
3
6

1
9
.
6
0

2
1
.
9
5

1
8
.
3
8

2
0
.
2
5

1
8
.
9
8

1
5
.
6
4

1
8
.
3
1
4

2
3
.
6
9

2
2
.
0
4

1
9
.
5
9

2
0
.
5
5

1
9
.
7
5

1
8
.
6
9

2
4
.
9
8

1
9
.
0
0

2
2
.
3
3

1
8
9
2

1
7
.
5
7

1
8
.
6
2

2
4
.
3
0

2
0
.
6
6

2
0
.
8
8

1
9
'
4
,
8
4

1
8
.
0
1

1
9
.
1
8

2
2
.
9
0

1
9
.
3
7

2
0
.
5
2

1
9
.
3
5

1
6
.
1
6

1
3
.
4
0

1
6
.
1
0

1
2
.
4
6

1
6
.
1
3

1
2
.
8
5

1
6
.
7
7

1
3
.
3
7

1
9
.
9
3

1
3
.
1
0

1
8
.
3
9

1
3
.
2
8

1
6
.
4
9
 
1
3
:
3
9

1
8
.
0
8

1
2
.
9
4

T
1
7
.
3
3

1
3
.
1
3

.
2
1
0
i
i
t
a
i
i
-
E
X
t
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
A
p
p
i
o
a
c
h

L
E B

oy
s

5
4

G
i
r
l
s

5
2

T
o
t
a
l

1
0
6

L
E
 
-
A
V

g
o
y
s

4
8

G
i
r
l
s
.

4
7

T
O

W
..

-
-

9
5

t
o
t
a
l
 
L
a
n
g
t
a
g
e
-
E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
d
e

B
oy

s
.

1
0
2

G
i
r
l
s

0
9

.

T
o
t
a
l

2
0
1

A
ll

M
e
t
h
o
d
s

B
o
y
s

2
3
2

G
i
r
l
s

2
4
4

T
o
t
a
l

4
7
6

1
8
X
9
-
1
3
.
1
3

2
3
.
2
3

1
4
.
7
0

2
0
.
6
1
.
1
4
.
1
0

.

1
5
.
0
9
.
 
1
1
6
2
4

2
0
.
3
5

1
4
'
.
2
5

r
1
7
4
9
*
.
1
3
.
0
2
*
:

.

1
6
.
6
8
'
 
1
2
.
3
7

2
1
.
8
6
.
-
 
1
4
.
5
6

1
9
.
2
3
-
 
1
3
.
6
8

1
6
.
5
7

1
2
.
9
5

1
9
.
6
1
 
.
1
3
.
7
5

1
8
.
1
3
 
1
3
.
4
0

W
o
r
d
 
K
n
o
w
.

R
e
a
d
i
n
g

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

1
7
.
4
0

1
3
.
1
1

1
6
.
0
0

1
0
.
4
6

1
7
.
5
8

1
2
.
7
7

1
6
.
0
1

1
0
.
3
8

1
7
.
5
0

1
2
.
8
7

1
6
.
0
1

1
0
.
3
8

1
9
.
4
3

1
6
.
9
5

1
6
.
0
9

1
1
.
1
6

2
2
.
6
7

1
6
.
5
0

1
8
,
7
9

1
1
.
2
8

2
1
.
1
1

1
6
.
7
5

1
7
.
4
8

1
1
.
2
7

1
8
.
5
1

1
5
.
3
6

1
6
.
0
5

1
0
.
8
5

2
0
.
2
1

1
5
.
0
3

1
7
.
4
5

1
3
.
9
4

1
9
.
4
2

1
5
.
1
6

1
6
.
7
9

1
0
9
9

1
7
.
3
4

1
5
.
7
3

1
9
.
0
6

1
1
.
1
8

2
2
.
3
8

1
7
.
0
7

2
2
.
3
5

1
2
.
3
6

1
9
.
8
1

1
6
.
5
2

2
0
.
6
7

1
1
.
8

2
2
.
1
4

1
4
.
6
5

1
6
.
9
7

9
.
5
8

2
4
.
4
2

1
6
.
5
9

2
0
.
2
5

1
3
.
4
7

2
3
.
1
9

1
5
.
5
3

1
8
.
4
8

1
1
.
5
9

.

1
9
.
6
0

1
5
.
4
2

1
8
.
0
8

1
0
.
5
1

2
3
.
3
5

1
6
.
8
8

2
1
.
3
5

1
2
.
9
4

2
1
.
4
1

1
6
.
1
5

1
9
.
6
3

1
1
.
7
7

1
9
.
0
9

1
5
.
3
3

1
6
.
9
2

1
0
.
6
6

2
1
.
5
2

1
5
.
7
8

1
9
.
0
3

1
1
.
8
5

2
0
.
3
0

1
5
.
5
8

1
7
.
9
7

1
1
.
3
1



Table 6.13

Kindergarten Experience for Children with First
through Third-Grade Data

Method Full Kindergarten Exp. No Kindergarten Exp.

and Total
Approach N N Per Cent N Per Cent

Skills-Centered Approach

BR: Boys 53 37 69.81 16 30.19

Girls . 62 39 62.90 23 37.10

Total 115 76 66.09 39 33.91

PV: Boys 65 49 75.38 16 24.62

Girls 72 54 75.00 18 25.00

103 75.18 . 311: 24.82

86 72.88 .- 32 ". 27.12

93 69.40 ... 41. 30.60

.179 71. 03 ; 73 28.97

Total. 137

Total SkiLl.s-Centered

..BoYS 1.18.

Girls 134

Total 252

iiirevage-Ikverience .Approach.
. .

52 36 69.23 ;-, 16 30.77

. Girls 49 . 35 71.43 14 28.57

Total 101 71 70.30 30 29.70

AV: Boys 45 36 80.00 9 : 20.00

Girls 45 43 95.56 2 .4.44

Total 90 79 87.78 . ii. 1. 12.22

Total language-ExPerience

joYa 97 72. 74.23 ,. 25 25.77

Girls
.

94 78. 82.98 16 17.02
78.53 43. . 21.47Total 191 150

All Methods
Boys 215 158

Girls 228 171

Total 443 329

73-4
75.00
74.27

57
57

124

26.51
25.00
25.73
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Table 6.15

Grade Equivalent Comparison between Children with

and without Kindergarten Experience, CRAFT 3

MA T a MAT

Word Knowledge Reading

With Without With Without

SC Approach

BR

PV

Total

LE Approach

LE

LE-AV

Total

All Methods

3.3

3.3

3.3

3.2
3.7

3.4

3.4
3.4
3.4

3.3

3.5

3.4

3.6** 3.1. 3.7** 3.3

3.6 3.4 3.4 3.4

3.6** 3.1 3.6** 3.3

3.4 3.3 3.5 3.4

PMetropolitan Achievement Test

** Significantly higher at .01



Table 6.16

Third -Grade Raw Scores for Early Readers, CRAFT 3

Test
APPROACH

Skills Centered Language Experience

N Mean S.D. N lean` S.D.

October Metropolitan
Achievement Tests

Word Knowledge 19 28.06 8.08 18 28.22 8.24 .06

Reading 19 37.26 7.56 18 33.06 10.30 1.37

New York State Tests

Ward Recognition 20 19.85 5.41 17 19.06 5.50 .43

Comprehension 20 15.66 6.05 17 13.88 6.18 .85

Total 20 35.50 10.60 17 32.94 10.42 .72

April Metropolitan
Achievement Tests

Arithmetic 21 21.48 9.17 17 20.59 9.95 .28

Word Knowledge 22 27.82 11.37 18 33 39 11.12 -1.52

Reading 22 23.04 '8.34 18 26.78 8.24 -1.38
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Table 6.17

Mean Grade Equivalents for Early Readers on Third-Grade
Metropolitan Achievement Tests, CRAFT 3

Test Skills Centered

October Metropolitan
Achievement Tests

Language Experience

Word Knowledge 3.3 3.3

Reading 3.2 2.9

April Metropolitan
Achievement Tests

Arithmetic 3.7 3.7

Word Knowledge 4.1 4.7

Reading 4.1 4.6
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Table 6.rn

Differences in Grade Equivalent Comparisons of Early Readers
and Total Population through Grades 1 - 3

SAT 4/65 Total

Word Reading 1.4

Paragraph Meaning 1.5

Vocabulary 1.4

MAT 4/66

Word Knowledge 2.4

Word Discrimination 2.4

Reading 2.3

MAT 4/67

Word Knowledge

Reading

3.3

Early Readers

1.9

1.7

1.8

3.2

3.5

2.9

D.

0.5

0.2

0.4

4.4 1.1

5,4 4.2 0.8

247



T
ab

le
 6

.2
1

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
St

at
e 

R
ea

di
ng

 S
ub

te
at

e
an

d 
M

A
T

 O
ct

ob
er

 T
es

ts
 f

or
C

hi
ld

re
n 

w
ith

 o
nl

y
Fi

rs
t a

ul
T

hi
rd

-G
ra

de
 D

at
a

M
et

ho
d

an
d

A
pp

ro
ac

h
A

ve
r-

ag
e 

N

M
A

T
 O

ct
ob

er
N

ew
 Y

or
k 

St
at

e

W
d.

 K
no

w
l.

M
ea

n
S.

D
.

e
a
d
i
n
g

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

W
d
.
 
R
f
e
o
g
.

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

R
d
g
.
 
C
o
m
p
r
e
.

M
e
a
n

S.
D

.
T

ot
al

M
ea

n
S.

D
.

S
k
i
l
l
s
-
C
e
n
t
e
r
e
d
 
A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

B
R
:

B
o
y
s

2
9

1
9
.
4
8

7
.
6
0

2
2
.
8
3

9
.
8
6

1
1
.
3
6

6
.
2
7

9
.
8
9

5
.
0
2

20
.8

9
10

,5
1

G
ir

ls
37

20
.6

7
9
.
5
o

2
7
.
4
7

3
2
.
3
3
.

3
.
4
.
0
0

6
.
7
9

1
1
.
8
4

5
.
7
6

2
5
.
8
4
.

1
2
.
0
2

T
o
t
a
l

6
6

20
.3

k
8.

66
2
5
.
4
0

1
1
.
4
4

12
.8

8
6
.
6
6

1
1
.
0
2

5
.
5
1

2
5
.
7
4

1
1
.
5
9

P
V
:

B
o
y
s

2
6

1
8
.
8
6

9
.
1
7

2
3
.
4
3

1
0
.
5
2

1
2
.
6
0

5
.
7
2

1
0
.
2
0

5
.
9
2

2
2
.
8
0

1
0
.
4
9

G
i
r
l
s

3
2

2
2
.
3
3
.

7
.
8
4

2
8
.
7
2

1
1
.
1
7

1
3
.
0
9

6
.
9
4

1
0
.
7
8

5
.
0
1

2
3
.
8
8

1
1
.
1
3

T
ot

al
5
8

2
0
.
7
0

8
.
5
9

2
6
.
2
5

1
1
.
1
0

32
.8

8
6.

38
1
0
.
5
3

5
.
3
8

2
3
.
4
0

3
.
0
.
7
7

T
o
t
a
l

Sk
ill

s-
C

en
te

re
d

ro
B

oy
s

5
5

1
9
.
1
8

8
.
4
3
.

2
3
.
1
2

1
0
.
2
0

1
1
.
9
4

6
.
0

1
0
.
0
4

5
.
4
6

2
1
.
7
9

1
0
.
5
4

c
o

G
i
r
l
s

6
9

2
1
.
1
1
4

8
.
8
o

2
8
.
0
6

32
.8

0
1
3
.
5
8

6
.
8
7

1
1
.
3
6

5
.
4
6

2
4
.
9
4

1
1
.
6
6

T
o
t
a
l

12
11

.
2
0
.
4
1

8
.
6
3

2
5
.
8
1

1
1
.
2
9

32
.8

8
6
.
5
3

1
0
.
7
9

5
.
4
6

2
3
.
5
8

1
1
.
2
2

L
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
-
 
E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 
A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

L
E
:

B
oy

s
3
2

1
4
.
7
7

8
.
4
2

1
8
.
0
9

9
.
0
1

9
.
0
0

5
.
6
4

8
.
1
3

3
.
8
7

1
7
.
1
3

8.
43

.

G
ir

ls
4
.
3
.

1
6
.
6
4

7
.
3
8

2
0
.
7
9

3
2
.
7
0

1
0
.
5
4

5
.
8
7

9
.
7
9

4
.
3
5

2
0
.
3
3

9
.
5
2

T
ot

al
7
3

1
5
.
8
8

7
.
8
7

1
9
.
5
6

1
0
.
5
8

9
.
8
7

5
.
7
8

9
.
0
7

4
.
2
0

1
8
.
9
4

9
.
1
3

L
E
-

A
V
:

B
oy

s
33

1
9
.
5
3

9
.
6
4

2
5
.
8
2

1
1
.
4
5

1
1
.
6
2

7
.
3
6

1
1
.
4
1

5
.
8
9

2
3
.
0
3

3
2
.
4
9

G
ir

ls
3
7

1
9
.
5
6

8
.
8
9

2
5
.
6
4

3
2
.
4
4

1
2
.
9
7

6
.
9
1

1
1
.
3
8

5
.
8
o

2
4
.
0
3

1
2
.
0
9

T
ot

al
7
0

1
9
.
5
4

9
.
1
9

2
5
.
7
3

3
2
.
3
7

1
2
.
3
6

7
.
1
0

1
1
.
2
9

5
.
8
o

2
3
.
5
7

1
2
.
1
9

T
o
t
a
l
 
L
a
n
g
u
a
g
e
-
E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

B
o
y
s

6
5

1
7
.
2
2

9
.
3
3

2
1
.
9
0

1
0
.
9
9

1
0
.
3
5

6
.
7
3
.

9
.
8
2

5
.
2
8

2
0
.
1
8

1
1
.
1
3
.

G
i
r
l
s

7
8

1
.
9
9

8
.
2
4

2
3
.
0
3

3
2
.
8
3

3
2
.
7
4

6
.
5
2

1
0
.
4
8

5
.
1
7

2
2
.
1
6

1
1
.
0
2

T
o
t
a
l

1
4
3

1
7
.
6
2

8
.
7
2

2
2
.
5
0

1
1
.
3
9

1
1
.
1
2

6
.
6
0

1
0
.
1
9

5
.
1
9

2
1
.
2
7

1
1
.
0
3

A
l
l

M
et

ho
ds

B
oy

s
12

0
18

.0
8
.
9
8

2
2
.
4
5

1
0
.
6
6

3
2
.
0
8

6
.
4
6

9
.
9
2

5
.
3
6

2
0
.
9
2

1
0
.
8
8

G
i
r
l
s

1
4
7

1
9
.
6
0

8
.
6
8

2
5
.
3
7

1
2
.
0
8

1
2
.
6
2

6
.
7
5

1
0
.
9
0

5
.
3
3

2
3
.
4
8

3
2
.
4
2

T
ot

al
2
6
7

1
8
.
9
0

8
.
7
9

2
4
.
0
2

1
1
.
4
6

1
1
.
9
5

6
.
6
3

1
0
,
4
7

5
.
3
3

2
2
.
3
5

1
1
.
1
8



Table 6.22

Raw Scores on MAT Posttests (April, 1967) for Children
with only First and Third-Grade Data

Method
and
Approach

Aver-
age N

Arithmetic
Concepts

Mean S.D.

Word
Knowledge

Mean S.D.

Reading

Mean S.D

Skills-Centered 2proach

BR: Boys 33 25.47 9.48 19.64 9.61, 16.52
Girls 4.3. 24.90 10.31 19.4.1 11.73 18.05
Total 74 25.15 9.89 19.51 10.77 17.36

PV: Boys 28 21.68 11.12 17.11 8.44 16.68
Girls 36 24.26 11.70 21.22 10.32 20.30
Total 64 23.11 32.43 19.45 9.71 18.74

Total Skills-Centered

Boys 61 23.70 10.45 18.48 9.18 16.59
Girls 77 24.60 10.99 20.27 11.12 19.12
Total 138 24 . 20 10.68 19.48 10.29 18.00

Language - Experience roach

LE: Boys 35 26.82 10.08 16.81 8.26 14.39

Girls 42 28.90 9.32 17.21 7,65 17.19
Total 77 27.96 9.66 17.03 7.89 15.91

LE-
AV: Boys 35 25.21 l0.07 19.39 10.32 16.06

Girls 4.2 25.44 10.00 20.65 11.40 18.74

Total 77 25.33 9.97 20.08 10.87 17.52

Total Language- Experience

Boys 70 26.02 10.11 18.10 9.144 15.22

Girls 84 27.17 9.82 18.93 9.86 17.96

Total 154 26:64 9.90 18.56 9.62 16.72

All Methods

Boys 131 24.93 10.34 18.27 9.32 15.85

Girls 161 25.914 10.48 19.57 10.50 18.51

Total 292 25.48 10.35 18.99 9.95 17.32

6.49
7.58
7.33.

7.24
6.00
6.76

6.84

6.97
6.98

5.94

5.57
5.88

6.94
8.4.5

7.87

6.51
7.20
6.99

6.70
7.12
7.01
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Table 6.23

MAT Posttests (April, 1947) Adjusted by Pretests for Children
with only First and Third-Grade Data

Method
and
Approach

N

Word
Knowledge

Mean S.D.

Reading.

Mean S.D.

Skills-Centered Approach

BR: Boys 33 16.38 17.87 13.74 11.83

Girls 41 16.34 20.80 17.07 13.52

Total 74 16.36 19.42 15.58 12.82

PV: Boys 28 14.22 15.29 15.47 13.21

Girls 37 21.76 18.01 22.51 10.62

Total 65 18.51 17.18 19.48 12.22

Total Skills- Centered,

Boys 41 15.39 ]6.77 14.53 12.51

Girls 78 18.91 19.71 19.65 12.53

Total 139 17.36 18.44 17.40 12.89

Lavlage-Experience ApRroach

LE: Boyri 36 14.41 15.79 11.70 11.50

GilAs 43 14.66 13.09 16.59 9.71

Total 79 14.44 14.29 14.36 10.78

LE-
AN: Boys 36 14.88 20.41 11.98 13.50

Girls 43 20.10 20.71. 19.20 15.21

Total 79 17.72 20.41 15.91 14.81

Total Language-Experience

Boys. 72 14.74 18.25 11.84 12.54

Girls 84 17.38 17.54 17.90 12.63

Total 153 16.13 17.80 15.14 12.93

All Methods

Boys 133 15.04 17.59 13.07 12/0
Girls 11. 18.11 18.42 18.73 12.72

Total 297 16.73 13.11 14.20 12.90
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Table 6.24

Kindergarten Experience for Children with only First
and Third-,Grade Data

Method Full Kindergarten Exp. No Kindergarten Exp.
and Total
Approach N N Per Cent

Skills- Centered Approach

BR: Boys

Girls

Total

PV: Boys

Girls

Total

33

38

71

26

37

63

16

20

36

12

21

33

Total Skills-Centered

Boys 59 28

Girl.,

Total

75

134

41

69

Language-Experience Approach,

LE: Boys 32 21

Girls 38 26

Total 70 47

LE-
AV: Boys 31 18

Girls 37 20

Total 68 38

Total Language Experience

Boys 63 39

Girls 75 46.

Total 138 85

All Methods

Boys 122 67

Girls 150 87

Total 272 154

48.48

52.63

50.70

46.15

56.76

52.38

47.46

54.67

51.49

65.62

68.42

67.14

58.06

34.03

55.88

61.90

61.33

61.59

54.92

58.00

56.62

N Per Cent

17 51.52

18 47.37

35 49.30

14 53.85

16 43.24

30 47.62

31 52.54

34 45.33

65 48.31

11 34.38

12 31.58

23 32.86

13 41.94

17 45.95

30 44.12

24 38.10

29 38.67

53 38.41

55 45.08

63 42.00

118 43.38
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Table 6.27

Raw Scores on MAT Posttests {April, 1967) for Children with only

First-Grade Pretest and Third-Grade Data

Method
and
Approach

Arithmetic Word Reading
Aver- Concepts Knowledge

. age N
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Skills-Centered Approach

BR: Boys 12 25.18 10.24 15.42 8.23 14.83 7.26

Girls 11 22.00 12.53 18.45 6.62 17.45 4.30

Total 23 23.59 11.28 16.87 7.50 16.09 6.04

PV: Boys 7 20.86 9.10 14.45 6.00 11.57 5.64

Girls 7 26.60 11.08 18.45 14.12 15.14 5.70

Total 14 23.25 9.93 16.45 10.62 13.36 4.96

Total Skills-Centered

Boys 19 23.50 10.04 15.06 7.50 13.63 6.38

Girls 18 23.44 12.28 18.44 10.21 16.55 5.02

Total 37 23.47 10.82 16.70 8.81 15.06 5.81

Language-Experience Approach

LE: Boys 14 27.33 11.32 17.85 12.56 15.69 5.04

Girls 15 27.14 7.90 17.60 11.76 17.33 7.45

Total 29 27.23 9.43 17.71 11.91 16.57 6.39

LE-
AP: Boys 20 22.20 10.31 21.15 10.97 16.70 9.33

Girls 10 21.88 9.99 18.20 10.24 18.60 10.00

Total 30 22.09 9.97 20.17 10.65 17.33 9.45

Total Language - Experience

Boys 34 24.48 11.07 19,85 11.73 16.30 7.94

Girls 25 25.23 9.08 17.84 11.18 17.84 8.58

Total 59 24.82 10.02 18.98 11.34 16.96 8.12

All Methods

Boys 53 24.09 10.68 18.10 10.64 15.32 7.52

Girls 43 24.48 10.58 18.09 10.79 17.30 7.33

Total 96 24.27 10.38 18.09 10.49 16.22 7.37
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Table 6.28

MAT Posttests (April, 19r7) Adjusted by Pretests for Children
with only First-Grade Pretest and Third-Grade Data

Method
and
Approach

N

Word
Knowledge

Mean S.D.

Reading

Mean S.D.

Skills-Centered Approach

BR: Boys 12 9.28 16.87 11.07

Girls 11 16.40 13.01 16.84

Total 23 12.68 15.25 13.83

PV: Boys 7 9.88 10.17 5.96

Girls 7 18.02 24.34 13.51

Total 14 13.95 18.41 9.73

Total Skills-Centered

Boys 19 9.50 14.76 9.19

Girls 18 17.03 18.29 15.54

Total 37 13.16 16.53 12.28

Language- Experience Approach

LE: Boys 14 17.86 82.90 15.12

Girls 15 12.97 22.83 15.11

Total 29 15.09 22.97 14.97

LE-
AV: Boys 20 20.88 17.29 14.80

Girls 10 14.82 17.43 18.60

Total 30 18.86 17.28 16.07

Total Language-Experience

Boys 34 19.64. 19.85 14.93

Girls 25 13.73. 20.86 16.51

Total 59 17.01 20.36 15.53

All Methods

Boys 53 16.00 18.83 12.87

Girls 43 15.10 19.89 16.10

Total 96 15.53 1947 14.28

14.73

8.57

12.27

7.55

10.42

9.58

12.81'

9.47

11.50

8.42

13.85

11.53

14.93

17.50

15.63

12.66

15.51

13.78

13.01

13.33

13.011
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Table 6.29

Kindergarten Experience for Children with only First-Grade
Pretest and Third-Grade Data

Method Full Kindergarten Exp. No Kindergarten Exp.
and Total

Approach N N Per Cent

Skills-Centered Approach

BR: Boys

Girls

11

9

7

6

Total 20 13

PV: Boys 7 4

Girls 7 3

Total 14 7

Total Skills-Centered

Boys 18 11

Girls 16 9

Total 34 20

Language-Experience Approach

LE: Boys 14

Girls 13

Total 27

LE-
AV: Boys 15

Girls 10

Total 25

Total Language-Experience

Boys 29

Girls 23
Total 52

All Methods

Boys 47

Girls 39

Total 86

63.64

66.67

65.00

57.14

42.86

50.00

61.11

56.25

58.82

N Per Cent

4 36.36

3 33.33

7 35.00

3 42.86

4 57.14

7 50.00

7 38.89

7 43.75

14 41.18

6 42.86 8 37.14

11 84.62 2 15.38

17 62.96 10 37.04

9 60.00 6 40.00

8 80.00 2 20.00

17 68.00 8 32.00

15 51.72 14 48.28

19 82.61 4 17.39

34 65.38 18 34.6e

26 55.32 21 44.68

28 71.79 11 28.21

54 62.79 32 37.21
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Table 6.31

Analysis of Variance Results for CRAFT 3

Variables df F

Amount CRAFT XMethod

LE
Word Ktioldedge Adjusted
Reading

LE-AV
Word Knowledge Adjusted
Reading

PV
Word Knowledge Adjusted
Reading 11

BR
Word Knowledge Adjusted
Reading

by Pretests
11

by Pretests
11 11

by Pretests
11 N

by Pretests
II

Sex X Approach

Group I
Word Knowledge. Adjusted by Pretests

Reading 11 11 11

Word Knowledge Adjusted by Posttests

Reading 11 . 11

Group II
Word. Knowledge Adjusted by Pretests

Reading 11 11 11

Group III
Word Knowledge Adjusted by Pretests

Reading 11 11

258

11

2x211 1.778
2x213. 6.57,*

2x201 1.289
2x201 0.387

2x222. 1.896
2x222 1.805

2x223 0.773
2x223 . 0.309

1x472 A

SxA
ix472 A

S

SxA
1x474 A

SxA
ixii.84 A

SxA

3-x293. A
S

SxA.
1x293 A

S

SxA

0.188
6.70211*

0.309
2.687

1.913
2.195
3.501
0.406
7883.**'
5.41o*
0.852

0.860
0.454
0.958
1.479

13.499**
0.305

1x92 A 0.539
S 0.004

SxA 2.543
1x92 A 0.741

S 1.182
SxA



Table 6.31 cont.

Variables df

Sex X Method

Group I
Word Knowledge Adjusted by Pretests 3x4;68 M 2.178

1x468 s 6.840**

3x468 MIES 0.247
Reading II It 3x468 M 2.225

lx468 s 7.00,1*
3x468 mxs 0.882

Word Knowledge Adjusted by Posttests 3x468 M 2.805*
ix468 S 3.595
3x468 MS 0.509

Reading it 11 It 3x468 M 3.581*
1x468,.) 5.095*
3x468 Mx, 0.598

Group II
Word, Knowledge Adjusted by Pretests 3x289 'M 0.720

1x289 S 0.410
3x289 WS 1.196

Reading tt 11 3x289 M 1.523

1x289 S 13.204**
3x289 MtS 0.282

Group III
Word Knowledge Adjusted by Pretests 3x88 M 0.289

lx88 S 0.012
3x88 mcs 0.764

Reading
II II 3x88 M 0.379

1x88 S 1.069
3x88 MS 0.223

* K.05
** P<.01

\o/ A go Approach; M = Method; S = Sex

259



Table 7.1

Distribution of Methods in Schools, Replication 1

School
METHOD

BR PV LE L1014

A

B

C 1 1

D 2 1

E 1 1

e 2 1

H 2 2.

/ 2

J 1 2

K 1 2

L 2 2

Pilot Classes

3 3

1 1

2

3

2

3

2

3

3

N Classes 6 8 5 7 4 30

a
School P did not participate

260
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Table 7.2

Educational Level of the Teachers: Replication 1

Variable Less than BA

SC Approach

BR 0

PV 0

Total 0

LE Approach

LE 0

L2-AV 2

Total 2

Pilot 0

Total, All Methods 2

BA

1

2

3

1

2

3

0

6

BA+ MA

1: 0

5 0

9 0

2 1

2 1

4 2

2 0

15 2

MA+ N

1 6

1 8

2 14

1 5

0 7

1 12

2

5 30

261



Table 7.3

Age of Teachers, Replication 1

SC LE Pilot

BR PV Total LE LE-AV Total

N 6 8 14 5 7 12 4

Mean 32.00 35.25 33.86 32.80 42.00 38.17 37.75

Median

S.D.

Range

25.5 27 26.5

10.82 14.45 13.11

23-50 22-60 22-60

32 41 33.5 36

7.88 16.1 14.08 11.84

22-46 22-67 22-67 25-54

Table 7.4

Total Years of Teadhing Experience for Teachers, Replication 1

BR
SC LE Pilot

PV Total LE LE-AV Total

N

Mean

Median

S.D.

Range

6 8 14 5 7 12 4

5.33 8.12 6.93 6.40 15.71 11.8 11.25

4 6 4.5 4 10 8.5 6

3.09 7.44 6.14 5.54 14.31 12.38 11.52

2-10 1-23 1-23 1-16 1-41 1-41 2-31

262



Table 7.5

First-Grade Experience for Teachers, Replication 1

SC Approach LE Approach Pilot
BR PV Total LE LE-AV Total

N 6 9 15 5 7 12 4

Mean 3.17 5.00 4.27 3.40 10.00 7.25 3.00

Median 3 4 3 3 6 4 2

S.D. 1.46 3.20 2.79 2.06 3.0.3.4 8.53. 1.73

Range 1-5 1-11 1-11 1-7 0-30 0-30 2-6

263



Table 7.6

Metropolitan Readiness Results for Final Population, Replication 1

Method
and Word Meaning Listening Matching Alphabet

Approach Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

SC Approach

BR 7.00 2.84 8.95 2.45 5.06 2.88 7.05 3.95 139

PV 5.54 2.13 8.14 2.47 4.98 2.87 6.86 4.53 176

Total 6.18 2.57 8.50 2.49 5.02 2.87 6.94 4.28 315

LE Approach

LE 6.79 2.84 ,8.65 2.24 4.91 2.77 8.11 4.52 123

LE-AV 5.54 2.43 8.46 2.69 4.38 2.65 6.12 4.39 148

Total 6.11 2.70 8.55 2.50 4.62 2.72 7.02 4.56 271

Pilot 5.40 2.40 8.34 2.42 6.40 3.04 8.30 5.16 93

Total 6.04 2.60 8.49 2.48 5.04 2.88 7.16 4.53 679
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Table 7.11

Multiple Regression Equations for Stanford Subtests
Predicted by Pretests, Replication 1

Test

.11Peenk
Constant +

S -D Pupil Inventory 11.222

Stanford Wd Rdng 3.204

Stanford Para. M4 .739

Stanford Vocabulairy 7.386
1

Stanford Spelling '.807

Stanford Wd St. 6.k. 12.973

Xi + X, + X3 +

.263 .252 .320 .000

.507 .284 .289 .530

.624 ..00a .1175 .506

.:00 .232 .357 .167

.191 .000 ..373 .603

.335 .335 .659 .746

Y = Constant + + X2 + X3 +

= Met. Readiness Wd Meaning

X
2

= Met. Readintlas Listening

X
3
i; Met. Readinias Matching

X = Met. Readine &3s Alphabet
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Table 7.14

Analysis of Variance: Comparison of Approaches on

Stanford Paragraph Meaning Adjusted by

Pretests Across All Schools, Replication 1

Source df

Treatment 1

Within 24

Total 25

SS MS

r.4.1

3.23 .3.23 0.08

929.09 38.71

932.32

Table 7.15

-Anaysis.of Variance: Comparison of Methods,on

Stanford Word Study Skills Adjusted by

Pretests Across All Schools, Replication 1

Source df SS MS

Treatment 4 481.88 120.47 5.27**

Within 25 571.24 22.85

Total 29 1053.11.

**P < .01
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Table 7.16

Grade Equivalents of Adjusted Means for the Five Methods, Replication 1
(Class is Unit)

Stanford Subtests BR Pir LE LERAV Pilot

Word Reading 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.7

Paragraph Meaning 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.6

Vocabulary 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4

Spelling 1.6 1.6 1.4 1.5 1.8

Word Study Skills 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.14 1.8
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Table 7.17

.Analysis of Variance,
Comparison of CRAFT 1 and Replication 1

on Stanford Word Reading
(Adjusted Scores)

Method N Means
Claszes. CRAFT 1 Replication 1- Total

BR

PV

LE

LE-AV

Pilot

6

8

5

7

Total 30

15.70 12.82 14.26

15.10 14.82 .14.96

12.43 14.82 13.63

13.19 13.26 13.23

17.33 20.02- 18.68

14.62 14.75 14.69

Source SS df MS F

Between Teachers

P/Method

Method

T (Method + Pilot)

Within Teachers

Year

Year X P/Method

Year X Method

Year X T (Method +
Pilot)

656.3373 29

146.7462 1 146.7462 7.5701*

24.9678 3 8.3226 .4293

484.6233 25 19.3849

244.6110 30

.2445 1 .2445 .0320

15.2104 1 15.2104 1.9951

38.5651 3 12.3550 1.6862

190.5910 25 7.6236

* P<.05
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Table 7.18

Analysis of Variance:
Comparison of CRAFT 1 and Replication 1

on Stanford Paragraph Meaning
(Adjusted Scores)

Method N Means
Classes CRAFT 1 Replication 1 Total

BR

PP

LE

LEAV

Pilot

6

8

5

7

4

30

14.24o 10.3u2

11.636 10.789

10.154 12.688

9.803 10.284

13.890 13.755

11.783 11.286

12.271
11.213

11.421

10.01111.

13.823

11.543

Source SS F

Between Teachers

P/Method

Method

T (Method + Pilot)

Within Teachers

Year

Year X P/Method

Year X Method

Year ' T (Method +
Pilot)

812.3278

4843366 , 1 48.3366 1.6530

32.9570 3 10.9856 .3756

731.0341 25 29.2413

473.0531 30

3.7051 1 3.7051

.3019 1 .3019 .0185

62.2974 3 20.7658 1.2763

406.7482 25 26.2699
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Table 7.19

Analysis of Variance Comparison of Craft 1 and

Replication 1 on Stanford Vocabulary
(Adjusted Score)

Method
N Means

Classes Craft 1 Replication 1 Total
,

BR 6

PV

LE.

. TA-AV ., T ,

,...1-.1.4.0t .. 4

15.57 14.31 14.93

15.33 15.64 15.49

14.60, 13.24 13.92

1549 15.80 15.45

15.31 14.29 14.80

15.20 14.83 15.01

Source. .SS

Between Teachers 129.1039 2929

P/Methad-- .4434 1

Method' 18.1839 3

T (Methcid-+ Pilot) 110.4.766 25

Within Teachers 131.8916 30

1, Year 2.0277 1

Year X .PMethod ..9820 1

Year X Method 10.6977 3

Year kT-:(Mthod '

+ Pilot)
. . . 118.1842 .. .25

F

.44.34 .1003

6.0613 ' 1.3716

4.4.190

.." 4.
t.

2.0277 .4289

.9820 .. .2077

3.5659- .7543

4.7273 -
.
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Table 7.20

Analysis of VariancetComparison of Craft 1 and
Replication 1 on Stanford Spelling

(Adjusted Score)

Method
N

Classes
Means

Craft 1 .Replication 1 - Total

BR 6 9.868

PV 8 7.451

LE 5 6.754

LE-AV 7 6.893

Pilot. 4 12.018

7.138

7.708

5.260

5.75o

11.130

8.503

7.579

6.007

-6.321

11.574

Total 30 8.297 7.185 7.741

Source SS df MS F

Between Teachers

P/Method

Method

T (Method + Pilot)

Within Teachers

.Year

Year X P/Method

Year X Method

Year X T (Method
+ Pilot)

** P < .01

575.3751 29

135.5880.. 1

10.3072 . 3

429.4799 25

222.7409 30

18.5370 1

.1160 1

13.6661 3

190.4219 25
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135.5880 7.8926**

3.11357 i .1999

17.1791.Y

18.5370 2.4336

.1160 .0152

. .4.5553 .5980

7.6168



Table 7.21

Analysis of Variances
Comparison of CRAFT 1 and Replication 1

Word Studv Skills
(Adjusted Score)

Atliod 15

Classes CRAFT 1 Replication 1 Total
Mean

BR 6 31.49... 23.61 27.55

PI/ 8 27.63 30.46 29.94

LE 5 24.93 23.39 24.16,

.

LE -AV . 7 26.20 25.43_. . 25.81 .....

Pilot 4 31.44 34.71 33.08

Total 30 28.13 27.30 27.72

Source SS df MS r
.

Between Teachers , 982:8372 29

P/Method.:.,'. 265.5345 1 265.5345 12.1292**

-Method' . 169.9995. 3 56.6665 H2:5884

T (Method f. Pilot) 547:3032' 25 21:8921

Within Teachers 516.4941 30

Year 10.1183: 1 10.1188-- .9395

Year XP /Method 38.5813 1 38.5813 3.$824

Year X'Method 198.5528 3 66'.1842 6.1454*

Year X 1,(14ethod +

Pilot) 269.2412 25 10..7696.

-4

* P .05
**P .01
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Table 7.22

Mean Grade Equivalents on the Adjusted Stanford Posttests
for CRAFT 1 and Replication 1 Classes of the

Four Pilot Teachers

Subtest

Word Reading

Paragraph Meaning

Vocabulary

Spelling

Word Study Skills

CRAFT 1 Classes
4

Replication 1 Classes
Pilot: 1 5.66

1.6 1.7

1.6 1.6

1.5 1.4

1.9 1.8

1.6 1.8
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Table '7.23

Results of San. Diego Pupil Attitude' Inventory in Replication 1
(Child as Unit)

Method and Approach
No. of
Children Mean

SC Approach

Bit 3.56 18.35

Pr: 190 18.97

Total 346 18.69

LE Approach

LE 132 19.09

LE -AV 14o 18.94

Total 272 19.01

All Methods 63.8 18.83

S .D.

3:87.:

3.59 .

3.73

3.97

3.45

3.72

3.73

280



SU
bs

am
pl

e 
O

ra
l R

ea
di

ng
 R

aw
 S

co
re

 R
es

ul
ts

, R
ep

lic
at

io
n

1
(C

la
ss

 a
s

u
n
i
t
)

M
et

ho
d

an
d

A
pp

ro
ac

h
N

G
ilm

or
e

A
cc

ur
ac

y
M

ea
n

S.
D

.

G
ilm

or
e 

R
at

e

M
ea

n
S.

D
.

.

Fr
y

M
ea

n
S.

D
.

G
at

es

M
ea

n
S.

D
.

SC
 A

pp
ro

ac
h

B
R

6
1.

78
.3

2
37

.5
4

3.
93

(.
18

3
o.

64
8.

08
1.

31

PV
8

1.
72

.5
4

33
.5

3
7.

66
0.

43
0.

57
6.

97
3.

33

T
ot

al
14

1.
75

.4
6

35
.2

5
6.

64
o.

60
0.

63
7.

44
2.

72

L
E

 A
pp

ro
ac

h
ro

L
E

5
1.

42
.2

6
21

.5
o

11
.9

4
0.

10
0.

12
5.

25
2.

57
co 1-

1
L

E
-A

V
7

1.
47

.3
6

2
8
.
1
1

1
2
.
4
8

0
.
8
6

0.
77

4
.
8
6

1
.
9
9

T
ot

al
12

1.
45

.3
2

25
.3

6
12

.6
8

0.
54

0.
70

5.
02

2.
26

Pi
lo

t
4

2
.
1
6

.
6
9

2
6
.
9
4

9
.
4
6

1
2
.
7
5

7
.
0
9

11
.5

6
5.

8o

A
ll 

M
et

ho
ds

30
1.

68
.5

1
30

.1
9

10
.9

3
2.

20
4.

92
7.

02
3.

8o



T
a
b
l
e
 
7
.
2
5

S
u
b
s
a
m
p
I
e
 
O
r
a
l
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
R
e
s
u
l
t
s
 
A
d
j
U
s
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
A
l
p
h
a
b
e
t
P
r
e
t
e
s
t
,
 
R
e
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

1

(
C
l
a
s
s
 
a
s
 
U
n
i
t
)

M
e
t
h
o
d

a
n
d

A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

S
C
 
A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

B
R

P
V

T
o
t
a
l

o
p

L
F
 
A
p
p
r
o
a
c
h

L
E L
E
-
A
V

T
o
t
a
l

P
i
l
o
t

A
l
l
 
M
e
t
h
o
d
s

N

G
i
l
m
o
r
e

A
c
c
u
r
a
c
y

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

G
i
l
m
o
r
e
 
R
a
t
e

M
e
a
n

6
1
.
8
1

.
8
7

4
3
.
4
5

8
1
.
7
8

.
3
8

3
7
.
3
9

1
4

1
.
7
9

.
8
7

3
9
.
9
9

5
1
.
1
5

.
5
5

1
2
.
6
1

7
1
.
2
9

.
6
1

-

2
6
.
6
6

1
2

1
.
2
3
.

.
5
9

2
0
.
8
0

4
2
.
5
8

1
.
3
2

2
2
.
6
4

1
.
6
7

.
9
6

3
0
.
0
0

F
r
y

G
a
t
e
s
.

S
.
D
.

M
e
a
n

1
2
.
4
3

-
 
0
.
7
6

1
4
.
1
6

-
 
1
.
2
3

1
3
.
7
8

-
 
1
.
0
3

2
4
.
3
8

-
 
2
.
0
1

2
1
.
9
4

-
 
0
.
3
4

2
4
.
0
1

-
 
1
.
0
4

1
8
.
1
1

2
3
.
1
3

2
1
.
2
3

2
.
1
9

S
.
D
.

M
e
a
n

S
.
D
.

1
.
5
8

8
.
7
0

3
.
9
4

.
6
8

7
.
1
2

5
.
3
4

1
.
1
8

7
.
8
0

4
.
8
6

0
.
1
9

3
.
4
3

5
.
2
7

1
.
8
8

2
.
9
3

2
.
6
6

1
.
6
6

3
.
1
4

3
.
9
7

1
9
.
9
2

1
5
.
8
0

1
1
.
1
9

9
.
7
5

7
.
0
0

7
.
1
1



Table 7.26

Writing Sample Results for the Subsample of Replication 1
(Class as Unit)

Number Words
Method and Number Spelled Mechanics
Approach N Running Words Correctly Ratio

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

SC Approach

BR 6 18.65 5.54 17.13 5.56 56.40 12.50
PV 8 15.31- 5.21 14.45 5.17 56.45 16.59

Total 14 16.74 5.60 15.60 5.50 56.43 14.98

LE Approach

LE 5 11.68 3.34 10.82 3.18 59.68 18.51
LE-AV 7 13.80 4.29 12.04 3.77 55.76 20.98

Total 12 12.92 4.06 11.53 3.59 57.39 20.08

Pilot 4 27.30 14.54 23.28 12.20 56.78 18.97

All Methods 30 16.62 8.37 15.00 7.30 56.86 17.73
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Table 7.28

Reading, Supportive, and Total Time
for Replication 1 Teachers

Method and Reading Time Supportive Time Total Time

Approach Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

SC Approach

BR

PV

105.35 24.55

86.89 20.64

Tbtal 95.83 24.43

LE Approach

LE

LE-AV

Total

87.10 16.85

66.84 21.49

75.88 22.00

62.18

70.58

66.51

92.38

101.18

97.25

All Methods 87.71 25.44 79.02

20.40 167.53 29.40

24.62 157.47 31.03

23.17 162.34 30.67

22.40 179.48 22.58

26.40 168.03 25.62

25.08 173.14 24.97

28.33 166.74 28.98

292
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Table 7.31

Teacher Competence Rating in Replication 1

Method and
Approach N Mean Median S.D. Range

SC Approach
BR 6 2.67 3.00 0.48 2 - 3
PV 8 2.62 3.00 1.22 0 - 4

Total 14 2.64 3.00 0.97 0 4

LE Approach

L E 5 1.80 2.00 1.17 0 - 3
LE-AV 7 2.71 3.00 1.03 1 - 4

Total 12 2.33 2:50 1.18 0 4

4.0o 4.00 .00 4 4

2.70 3.00 1.13 0 4.

297



Table 8.1

Distribution of Methods in Schools, Replication 2

School
Method

PV LE LE-AV Pilot Classes

A 3 3

B 1 1

C 1 2

E 1 1 .2

G 2 I 3

H 1 1 2.
..

I 2 2

J 3
,.i.

K 1 2 3

L 2 2. 4

Classes 6 5 5 5 4 25

aSchools D and F did not participate
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Table 8.5

Raw Score for First-Grade Metropolitan Pretests, Replication 2
(Class as Unit)

Method and Wd. Mean. Listening Matchin4 Alphabet
Approach Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean :S.D. Mean S.D.

SC Approach

BR 7.62 1.87
PV 5.72 0.50

Total 6.76 .1.71

LE Approach

LE :6.75 1.9
LE-AT 5.66 '0.69

Total 6.20 1.56

Pilot . 5.62 0.70

All Methods 6.35 1.58

9.32 0.62

8.17 0.25
8.80 0.75

8.44 0.53

847 0.79

8.5o 0.67

8.58 0.45

8.64 0.70

5.22 1.00
5.11 .1.10
5.17

4.81

4.55 o.89

4.68 ;1.0o

6.64 1:12

5.21 1.211.

7.114

.7.15

.7.31

1.10
1.87
1.51

8.36 1.12
5.86 0.33

1.50

0 7k 0.43

-7.46 1.50
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Table 8.9

Multiple Regression Equations for Metropolitan Subtests,
Predicted by Pretests, Replication 2

Test Constant

MAT Word Knowl. 8.291

MAT Word Discrim. 14.927

MAT Reading 12.984

MAT Spelling 8.576

+X
1

+X
2

+X
3

*X4

0.502 0.000 0.390 0.680

0.000 0.000 0.646 0.670

0.000 0.000 0.948 0.897

0.000 0.000 0.508 0.846

Y = Constant +X
1

+X
2
+X

3
+x4

X1= Metropolitan Readiness Word Meaning

X
2
= Metropolitan Readiness Listening

X
3
= Metropolitan Readiness Matching

X4= Metropolitan Readiness Alphabet
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Table 8.10

Multiple Regression Equations for Metropolitan Subtests,
Predicted by Posttests, Replication 2

Test Constant +X.
1

+x2 +X
3

+x +X
5

MAT Word Knowl. 5.328 0.240 0.000 0.000 0.494 0.226

MAT Word Discrim. 9.522 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.676 0.328

MAT Reading 6.320. 0.266 0.000 0.000 0.603 0.374

MAT Spelling 4.116 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.792 0.284

Y = Constant +X1 +X2 +X3 +X4 +X
1 2 3 4

X
1

= Stanford Word Reading

X
2

= Stanford Paragraph Meaning

X
3
= Stanford Vocabulary

X
4
= Stanford Spelling

X
5
= Stanford Word Study Skills
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Table 8.16

Regression Equations for Subsample Measures,
Predicted by Pretests, Replication 2

Test Constant + X1 + X2
2

Gilmore Rate 43.137 3.044

Gates Word Pronunciation 11.602 0)000 0.147

Fry 4.693 0.000 1.114

Y = Constant + Xi + X2

Xi = Met. Matching

X
2

= Met. Alphabet

319



Table 8.37

Adjusted Subsample Measures, Replication 2
(Class as Unit)

Method and Gilmore Rate Gates Wd Pron. Fry
Approach Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S .D.

SC Approach

BR 47.55 30.37 13.08 12.27 .'19.45 21.51
PV 58.49 25045 18.10 7.17 16.10 12.34

Total 52.52 27.44 15.37 10.13 12.26 17.48

LE Approach

LE 83.04 18.89 17.98 5.20 9.71 9.60
LE-AV 43.07 25.11 12.18 8.03 3.44 8.27

Total 63.05 29.71 15,08 7.07 6.57 9.07

Pilot 60.84 31.39 26.47 9.83 31.71 12.79

All Methods 58.06 29.55 17.03 9.88 13.10 16.32
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Analysis of Variance Results for Replication 2

Variables

Comparison of Methods

1 MAT Word Knowledge Adjusted by Pretests 4x20 0.717
2 MAT Word Discrimination " " " 4x20 0.931

11 n 0
111c20 0.4233 MAT Reading

4 MAT Spelling n n st 4x20 0.414
5 MAT Word Knowledge Adjusted by Posttests 4x20 1.000
6 MAT Word Discrimination " n n 4X20 0..858

11 11 It7 MAT Reading 4x20 0.492
8 MAT Spelling " 11 11 4x20 0.275
9 Gilmore Accuracy 4x20 0.284
10 Gilmore Rate Adjusted 1m20 1.739
11 Gates Word Pronunciation Adjusted 4x20 1.790
12 Pry. Adjusted 4x20 2.532
13 W.S.: No. Running Words 4x20 1.604
111. W.S.: No. Different Words 4x20 0.660

2715 W.S.: No. Words Spelled Correctly 1x20 1.3
16 LS.: Mo. Polysyllabic Words 4x20 0.576

Smarison of AEproaches
1 MAT Word Knowledge Adjusted by Pretests
2 MAT Word Discrimination " ' "

3 MAT Reading 11 " n

4 MAT Spelling n 11 n

5 MAT' Word Knowledge Adjusted by Posttests
6 MAT Word Discrimination " 11 n

7 MAT Reading " 11 II

8 MAT Spelling 0 11 n

9 Gilmore Accuracy
10 Gilmore Rate
11 Gates Word Pronunciation Adjusted
12 Fry Adjusted
13 w.s.: No. Running Words'
11i W.S.: No. Different Words
15 W.S.: No. Words Spelled Correctly
16 W.S.: No. Polysyllabic Words

1x19 0.370
1x19 1.320
1x19 1.306
1x19 0.323
1x19' 0.294
1x19 1.171
1x19 1.096
lxl9 0.082
12c19 0.011
1x19 0.714
1x19 0.006
1x19 0.846
1x19 2.181
1x19 0.886
1x19 1.611
1x19 0.040



Table 8,20

Analysis of Variance: Comparison of CRAFT 2 and
Replication 2 Word Discrimination Adjusted by Pretests

Method
Classes

BR

PV

LE

LE-AV

?ilot

Total

6

5

5

5

3

24-

Means
Original Replication Total

24.97 22.64 23.81

25.77 26.38 26.08

22.52 21.71 22.12

18.15 18.87 13.51
25.76 25.11.2 25.59

23.30 22.79 23.05

Source SS

Between Teachers

P/Method

Method

T (Method + Pilot)

Total

Within Teachers

Year

Year XP/Method

Year X Method

Year XT (Method + Pilot

Total

44.2976

307.9670

1145.0467

1997.3108

3

19

23

3.2137 1

.0560 1

17.0927 3

755.1421 19.

775.5045 24

44.2976 .7350
102.6556 1.7033
60.2656

3.2137
4560

5.6975
39.7443

.o8o8

.0014

.1433

* P<.05

*' 1K.01
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Table 8.24

Raw Score Stanford Results for Boys and Girls, Replication 1

Subteats Method and
Approach

Boys Girls
Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N

Word Reading SC Approach
BR 15.05 -6.06 73 14.24 8.17 65 -0.96

PV 13.92 5.90 87 14.16 5.29 86, -0.28

Total 13.51 5.99 160 14.19 6.66 149 -0.94

LE Approach
LE 14.07 7.64 55 14.87 6.74 68 -0.59

LE-AV 12.78 6.07 77 13.22 6.25 68 -0.43

Total 15.32 6.89 152 14.04 6.55 136 -0.87

Pilot 15.33 8.44 43 19.51 8.10 48 -2.26i

All Methods 13.67 6.74 135 14.87 7.08 353 -2.25*

Para. Meaning SC Approach
BR 10.23 6.89 73 22.17. 7.02 63 -0.78
PV 9.72 6.54 86 10.98 6.38 85. -1.27

Total 9.95 6.71 159 11.06 6.66 148 -1.45

LE Approach
LE 11.45 8.84 55 11.90 7.29 68 -o.3o

LE AV 9.14 7.02 76 10.51 6.31 68 -1.22

Total 10.11 7.92 151 11.20 6.85 1)6 -1.20

Pilot 10.77 7.51 45 14.40 8.50 48 -2.300

All Methods 10.12 7.29 335 11.60 7.12 532 -2.65**

Vocabulary SC Approach
BR 14.90 4.15 75 14.00 5.4o 63 1.07

PV 14.93 5.05 88 14.59 4.52 85 0.47

Total 14.92 ' 4.66 161 14.34 4.82 148 1.07

LE Approach
LE 13.96 5.72 55 13.99 4.61 68 -0.o4

LE-AV- 14.52 5.07 78 14.99 5.19 69 -0.78

Total 14.17 4.56 135 14.49 4.94 l37 -0.55

Pilot 13.37 4.86' 43 15.75 4.90 48 -2.30'

All Methods 14.43 .4.68' 337 14.66 4.91 333,-' -0.46

Spelling SC Approach
BR 6.55 5.21 75 7.65 5.35 63 -1.20.

PV . 6.24 5.66 88 7.72 5.33 85 .
-1.76

Total 6.38 5.46 161 7.69 5.34 148 4.15*

LE Approach
LE 5.24 5.39 55 6.82 5.36 68 -1.61 .

LE-AV 4.91 5.86 'lb 6.55 5.73 68 r1.49

Total 5.05 5.67 1;; 6.58 5.55 136 -2.25*

Pilot 6.84 7.16 43: 11.77 6.77 48 75.33**

Word Study

All Methods

SC Approach

5.91 5.85. ::57 7.82 5.90 3'52 4.22**

BR 0+.64 6.91 72 26.27 8.97 63 -1.16

PV 26.57 8.95 89 29.66 7.99 . 87 -2.400

Total 25.71 8.16 161 28.24 8.58 ' 150 -2.65**

LE Approach .

LE 23.73 6.59' 55 26.60 7.45 '68 -2.25k

LE-AV 24.72 9.82 78 25.78 8.26 69 -0.71

Total 24.51 8.65 135 26.19 7.88 137 -1.86

Pilot 28.57 10.17 45 54.45 9.11 47 -2.9400

All Methods 25.50 8.73 357 0.27 8.80 134 -4.10*

P<.05
** P(.01
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Table 8.26

Raw Score MAT Results for Boys and Girls, Replication 2

Subtests Method and
Approach

Boys Girls
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Word Knowledge SC Approach
BR 17.02 6.58 43 21.57 7.70 28 -2.53*
if 18.36 7.92

g
18.43 5.53 44 -0.05

Total 17.66 7.26 72 -1.76

LE Approach
LE 16.82 6.50 1:

..., 20.27 6.6o 51 -1.93
LE-AV 16.44 8.56 41 15.20 6.87 46 0.73

Total 16.61 S.54 74' 17.87 7.29 97 -1.01

Pilot 18.40 8.31 35 22.78 6.50 37 -2.45*

All Methods 17.39 8.01 191 19.37 7.16 206 -2.58*

Word Discrim. SC Approach
BR 20.56 8.85 43 26.00 9.31 28 -2.41*
PV 24.00 8.42 37 25.34 6.54 44 -0.78

Total 22.15 8.82 80 25.60 7.74 72 -2.55*

LE Approach
LE 19.86 8.99 34 24.86 7.29 50 2.66**
LE-AV 20.18 8.82 40 20.33 7.83 46 -0.08
Total 20.03 8.90 74 22.69 7.89 96 -2.02*

Pilot 22.80 9.88 35 29.67 5.79 36 -.51**

All Methods 21.44 9.13 189 24.95 7.92 204 -4.05**

Reading SC Approach
BR 22.07 9.44 43 31.36 10.62 28 -3.64**

PV 24.13 10.85 39 26.11 9.48 44 -0.67

Total 23.05 10.43 82 28.15 10.26 72 -3.034*

LE Approach
LE 20.91 10.55 33. 27.06 9.09 51 -2.72**
LE-AV 21.54 10.29 41 21.50 10.36 46 0.0e
Total 21.26 10.41 74 24.42 10.10 97 -1.98*

Pilot 22.29 11.73 .5 30.46 10.50 37 -;.06**

All Methods 22.22 10.70 191 26.81 10.50 206 -4.30**

Spelling SC Approach
BR 14.60 .9.41 42 20.68 8.81 28 -2.71**

PV 16.70 9.65 37 19.18 6.84 44 -1.29

Total 15.58 9.58 79 19.76 7.70 72 -2.95**

LE Approach
LE 14.36 9.81 33 19.56 8.55
LE-AV 14.05 9.10 15461

Totil 14.19 9.43 73 17.97 8.60 96
11...1!*

-2.66**

Pilot 15.57 10.80 35 24.14 6.70 4 09**

All Methods 15.04 9.79 187 19.74 8.31 204 -5.od**

* P(.05
** 1K.01
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Table 8.30

Grade Equivalents of Raw Score Stanford Posttest
.Means for Children with and without Full Kindergarten

Experience, Replication 2

Method and
Approach

Word
Read.

Para.
Mean. Vocab. Spell.

Wd. St.
Skills

SC Approach
BR

with 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.4

without 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3

PV
with 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.5

without 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.4

Total
with 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 1'.5

without 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3

LE Approach
LE
with 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5. 1.4

without 1.6 1.6 1.3 1.7 1.4

LE-AV
with 1.4 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.4
without 1.1 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.3

Total
with 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.4
without 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.3

All Methods
with 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.4
without 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3
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Table 8.32

Grade Equivalents of Raw Score MAT Posttest Means
for Children with and without Full Kindergarten Experience,

Replication 2

Method and Word Word
Approach, Knowledge Discrim. Reading Spelling

SC Approach
BR
with
without

PV
with
without

Total
with
without

LE Approach
LE
with
without

LE-AV
with
without

Total
with
without

All Methods
with
without

2.7 2.8 2.7 2.7
2.2 1.9. 2.3 2.1

2.6 2.7 2.7 2.7
2.4 2.4 2.2

.2.7 2.7 2.7 .2.7

2.1 2.3 2.3

2.7 . 2.6 2.6 2.5
2.5 2.5 2.6 2.4

2.11 2.3 2.3 2.5
2.1 2.1 2.3 2.4

2.5 2.5 2.5 2.3
2.2 2.2 2.3 2.2

2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6
2.2 2.1 2.3 2.2
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Table 8.34

Teacher Competence Rating for Replication 2

Method and Approach N Mean Median S.D. Range

SC Approach

FR. 5 3.50 3.50 0.41. .3 4

PV 5 4.10 4.5o 0.86 2 - 5

Total 10 3.77 4 00 0.72 2 - 5

LE Approach

LE

EE-AV

Total

Pilot

All Methods

5 3.70 4.00 0.87 2 5

5 4.2o 4.00 0.75 3 - 5

10 3.95 4.00 0.85 2 -5

4, 3.62 3.75 1.08 2 - 5

24 3.82 4.00 0.85 2 - 5
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Table 8.37

Reading, Supportive and Total Time for Replication 2 Teachers

Method and Reading Time Supportive Time Total Time

Approach Mean S.D. Mean

SC Approach

BR 103.70 21.61 61.34

PV 99.43 12.01 53.50

Total 101.76 18.02 57.78

LE Approach

LE 99.57 11.07 102.61

LE-AV 94.54 17.57 86.94

Total 97.06 14.90 94.78

Pilot 93.20 9.62 102.40

All Methods 98.51 16.02 79.72

S.D. Mean S.D.

16.48 165.04 25.53

9.87 152.94 19.66

14.41 159.54 23.82

17.02 202.18 19.46

19.83 181.47 2.49

20.07 191.82 17.31

30.63. 3.95.60 29.77

28.06 178.22 2845

341
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The City University of New York
535 East Eightieth Street

New York, New York 10021

DIVISION OP TEACHILD EDUCATION

To: CRAFT Teacher, Grade 2

February 1967

From: Dr. Lawrende Gold, Coordinator of CRAFT Project

Re: Instructions for Administration of Writing Sample Story

General Directions

No attempt should be made to alter the usual displays in the classroom.

Distribu4e to the pupils the writing paper and pencils normally used for writing
activities. The pupills name, date and teacher's name should go at the top of
each pupil's paper.

Specific Directions

Read the following to the pupils:

"I am going to read a story about a frog named Hoppy. I want you to listen
closely for I an going to leave out the ending. When I have finished reading,
'I want you to take your pencil and tell how you think the story should end.
You will need to listen very carefully because I can't help you write this story.
If you can't spell a word, just write it the way it sounds. Are there any
questions?"

If the question arises about asking for additional paper, tell the children that
they may use as much paper as necessary.

"Ready Listen Here is the story."

Read the story on the attached sheet to the pupils:

Time Limit

Begin timing the pupils when they begin to write. Allow twenty minutes for writing.
At the end of twenty minutes, say "Please stop writing."

It is recommended that the following system be used for recording time:

Example: Time Began 9:10
Writing Period :20

Stop Writing gm
Do not assist pupils, except for giving general supervision and encouragement. If
pupils request aid in spelling, tell them to spell as best they cen

If pupils normally use a simplified dictionary, write from display charts or flash

cards, or use a speller, such practices may be allowed.

Please keep the writing samples until they are collected by a staff member from
our office. Thank you for your cooperation.
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The City University of New York
535 East Eightieth Street

New York, New York 10021

DIVISION OF TEACHER EDUCATION

Dear CRAFT Teacher:

As you may recall, it was agreed that the Daily Log Form would be
recorded by CRAFT teachers for certain weeks. A total of twenty-five
forms will be requested for the present year, which is a substantial
reduction in comparison to last year.

This communication will serve as a reminder that the next log reporting
period is:

As soon as these forms have been completed, they should be submitted
to our office. An envelope for this purpose has been sent to one teacher

in each school. We are requesting this teacher, whose name is circled

on the attached sheet, to forward all the logs to us;

For your future planning, a list of the reporting periods has been

indicated below.

In our analysis of the data for a previous CRAFT year, the information

provided by the logs proved to be of considerable value. For this

reason, we are making every effort to have the logs submitted as re-

quested.

Thank you for your continued cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

Lawrence Gold
Coordinator of CRAFT Project

LG:sam
Reporting Periods: October 17-21, 1966, November 14-13, 1966,

December 12-16, 19660 January 16-20, 1967,

February 6 - 10, 1967.
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CRAFT Project

Daily Log Form

Teacher

The City University of New York
Division of Teacher Education,

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
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Teacher's Name

School

The City University of New York
Division of Teacher Education

Office of Research and Evaluation

CRAFT Project

RATING SCALE
of

TEACHER'S ATTITUDE TOWARDS CRAFT METHOD

For CRAFT Year 1965-66

Grade Level Method

Please respond to all statements with complete frankness. Replies will be
kept strictly confidential for use by CRAFT staff only.

Directions

Place a check next to the number which best reflects your personal attitude
for each statement.

Sample.

How important do you think kinder-
garten is for urban youth?

1) very unimportant

2) unimportant

3) undeCided

4) important

5) 'very important

1. Haw effective was your. CRAFT method

(basal; phonovisual; language-experi-

ence; audio - visual; or pilot- combina-

tion) for the typical child in'your

class last year?

2. If you taught the same grade and

type of class next year, as you did

last year, how much interest would

you have in using the same CRAFT

method?

37

1) 'definitely:not effective

2) probably. not effective

3) undecided

4) probably effective

5) definitely effective

1) definitely not interested

2) probably not interested

3) undecided

4) probably interested

5) definitely interested



- 2 -

2 If you had administrative authoiity,
. .

to what extent would you recommend

the use of your CRAFT method to

other teachers in the same grade?

4. What degree of interest did your

pupils show towards the various

activities which'comPrised'he

CRAFT method you used last year?

5. If a school systeM had to select

single instructional method for

the teaching of.reading,IUMC1MM42.

support would you give to the

selection of the CRAFT method you

used last me'

6. it has been suggested that urban

youth will learn to read best maim;

material with which they can

identify. How would you rate the

identification value of the material

you used in the CRAFT method' last

year?

7. An efficient instructional method

may be defined as one which permits

the.maximum,of pupil learning with

the minimum of instructional effort.

How would you rate the efficiency

of the CRAFT method you used last

year?
348

1) strongly not recommend

2) probably not recommend

3) undecided

4) probably recommend

5) strongly recommend

1) definitely, no interest

2) probably no interest

3) undecided

4) probably interested

5) 'definitely interested

1) definitely no support

2) probably no support

3) undecided

4) probably sOmesuppOrt

5) definite support

definitely no identifica-
tion value
provably no identification
value
undecided

probably some identifica-
tion value
definitely had identifica-
tion value

1) definitely note efficient

2) probably not efficient

') undecided

4) probably efficient

5) definitely efficient



- 3 _

8. It has been suggested that some

instructional methods have inherent

appeal for youngsters, thus pro-

moting motivation and learning.

How would you rate the CRAFT method

you used last year for its appeal

to the pupils?

9. If you became a reading consultant

in an urban school district, to

what extent would you encourage

the use of the CRAFT method you

taught last year?

10. To what extent would you recommend

your CRAFT method of last year to

the typical teacher who has pupils

of the same grade leve71

2)

3)

4)

5)

inferior appeal

below average appeal

undecided

above average appeal

superior appeal

definitely not encourage
its use
probably not encourage
its use
undecided

probably encourage its use

definitely encourage its
use

1). definitely not recommend

2) probably not recommend

3) undecided

4) probably recommend

5) definitely recommend

Please respond in your own words to each of the questions below:

1. What features of the CRAFT method did you like the most?

S. What features of the CRAFT method did you like the least?

Please use the other side if more space is needed.
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The City University of New York
535 East Eightieth Street

New York, New York 10621

DIVISION OF TEACHER EDUCATION

Dear CRAFT Teacher:

January 17, 1967

You may recall that last year, for a period of 19 days, we asked that
a record of independent reading activities be . maintained for each

child. This year we wish to have the same information for your present
class and, in order to expedite the collection of this data, you need
only return to us the sheets headed "Individual Reading Record." Our
office staff will, do the final tabulations.

The individual reading reedits sent to our office are to be maintained
for only a specified' period, from February 1 to March 1, inclusive.
This is a total of 19 school days.

The pupil, with teacher assistance if necessary, will complete the
"Individual Reading Record" for each book read in class. Books which
are entirely "picture books" are not to be included, as we are only
interested in noting those books which require actual reading ability.
Do not include books which are normally used for instructional purposes,
whether. with the whole class or subgroups.

It is important to note that the number of pages in each book, as well
as the number of pages which the pupils has read, must be recorded on
the "Individual Reading Record." It is optional whether the pupil
completes the "Comment" section, but certainly desirable.

Some CRAFT teachers are already keeping a similar record of independent
reading activities. Duplicates of these records maybe returned to our
office, in place of the suggested forma, providing the same information,
as a minimum, is entered. Please observe that we wish the records only
for the period from February.1 through March 1,' inclusive (19 school days).

We have included a limited number of blanks. Please plan with the other
CRAFT teachers to reproduce, by "ditto" or some other process, as many
blanks as needed. Kindly arrange to have all the completed individual
reading records returned to our office soon after the first of March.

Dr. Harris and I wish to express our appreciation for the excellent
attendance at our Teachers Central. Meeting held. on January 16. Judging
by the enthusiasm of our grOup, it was a most profitable session. Plans
are already being made for our end-of-year gathering, which will occur
during the middle of June. Until we see each other again as a group,
happy CRAFTing.

LGssem 350

Sincerely yours,

apt) 6
Larry GO4
Coordinktor of CRAFT Project
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School

Teacher

PUPILS
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AN INVENTORY OF READING ATTITUDE

(Standardization Edition)

Grade Boy Girl
Last First Middle

School Teacher

TO BOYS AND GIRLS:

Date of Test
Mo. Day Y .

This sheet has some questions about reading which can be answered YES or NO.
Your answers will show what you usually think about reading. After each
question is read to you, circle your answer.

INSTRUCTIONS TO PUPILS

Draw a circle around the word YES or NO, whichever shows your answer.

Sample A

Yes No Do you like to read?

If you like to read, you should have drawn a circle around the word YES in
Sample A; if you do not like to read, you should have drawn a circle around
the word NO.

Sample B

Yes No Do you read as well as
you would like to?

If you read as well as you would like to, you should have drawn a circle
around the word YES in Sample B; if not, you should. have drawn a circle
around the word NO.
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Yes No 1. Do you like to read before you go to bed?

Yes No 2. Do you think that you are a poor reader?

Yes No 3. Are you interested in what other people read?

Yes No 4. Do you like to read when your mother and dad are reading?

Yes No 5. Is reading your favorite subject at school?

Yes No 6. If you could do anything you wanted to do, would reading be
one of the things you would choose to do?

Yes No 7. Do you think that you are a good reader for your age?

Yes No 8. Do you like to read catalogues?

Yes No 9. Do you think that most things are more fun than reading?

Yes No 10. Do you like, to read aloud for other children at school?

Yes No 11. Do you think reading recipes is fun?

Yes No 12. Do you like to tell stories?

Yes No 13. Do you like to read the newspaper?

Yes No 14. Do you like to read all kinds of books at school?

Yes No 15. Do you like to answer questions about things you have read?

Yes No 16. Do you think it is a waste of time to make rhymes with words?

Yes No 17. Do you like to talk about books you have read?

Yes No 18. Does reading make you feel good?

Yes No 19. Do you feel that reading time is the best part of the school
day?

Yes No 20. Do you find it hard to write about what you have 'read?

Yes No 21. Would you like to have more books to read?

Yes No 22. Do you like to read hard Woks?

Yes No 23 Do you think that there are many beautiful words in poems?

Yes No 24. Do you like to act out stories that you have read in books?

Yes No 25. Do you like to take reading tests?

Supt. of Schools, Dept. of Educ.
San Diego County 2-61
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Demonstration:

one

The City University of New York
Division of Teacher Education

OFFICE OF RESEARCH MID EVALUATION

CRAFT WORD RECOGNITION TEST
Form I

Pupil Test Sheet

so boy

Dick ride Sally
1

change came comes
2

this then the
3

looks bike like

dog buy good

tap put pit
6

don't

Man

can't won't
,AmmmallMMP

stem mwst

there here her.

b I pck brown blue
10

BLS:ssm 9 20 5

Pupil's Name:

Date:

Variable

Teacher's Name

354
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RECORDING BEHAVIOR WITH OScAR

Donald M. Medley and Lou Hicks Smith

Background,

OScAR R (Observation Schedule and Record - Reading) was developed by this
office in order to assist in the implementation of the First -Grade Reading Pro-

ject (CRAFT). It has a two-fold purpose: (1) it should provide some record of

the degree to which teachers in the experiment implement the variables assigned
to them; (2) it should yield information about similarities and differences in
the behaviors of teachers assigned the sans method. If such behaviors affect

the rate ot'vhich pupils learn to read, this infOrmation can be used in the
analysis of the data to increase the precision of the methods comparisOns.

The schedule-has two sections, one printed on the front and theother on

the back of a five -by -eight card. One side is called the "Station section
(OSCAR Re) and the other is celled the umpamie section (OSCAR Ad). : The Static
section is denigned to yield a description of the range and variety of activities
and uatorlais observed in the classroom, analogous to.a still photograph. The

Dynamic section; which focuses on the verbal behavior only, is designed to yield

a running description. of the,pattern of .teacher statements and-of the verbal

interchanges between teacher andinipils. The categories into which behaviors

are coded on bothsides are designed to involve only simple, non - evaluative

,discriminations which can be made by relatiVely unsophisticated observers after

a brief period of training.

General Procedure

The basic unit of observation is a ten-minute period. During the first

three minutes, behaviors are coded on the Static side. During the eedond seven

minutes, behaviors are coded on the Dynamic side.

Visits are scheduled ahead of time, and teachers are requested to 'arrange
their school days so that a language arts lesson will be scheduled while the
observer is in the classroom.

At the appointed time the observer enters the roomas unobtrusively as
possible and takes a. seat near the rear. He first fills in the sections at the
right of the Static side of the card, beginning by indicating the date and the

time in the spaces provided. (See attached copy of OSCAR.) Next he checks in

the box in the upper right corner any audio-visual materials being used, in the
column headed HS" and the organization of the.class into groups in the imz

immediately below. He then starts his stop watch,; and for three minutes records
the activities and materials he observes in the main body of the Static section.
At the ena of three minutes, he stops his watch; and indicates the audio-visual

equipment then being used, and the organization of the claes intb groups., This

time he makes his marks in the column headed."De.' Then he turns the card over,

starts his watch again, and for seven minutes tallies verbal behavior on the

Dynamic aide of the card. At the end of six minutes, he stops his watch and
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makes any appropriate notations in the box for 'Allemarks" (on the Static side).
If observation is to continue, he begins all over with a new card.

Th:n 10.minute "period" of observation (which is recorded on one card)
constitutes the primary unit of observation, 9 minutes of which are recorded.
Observers in the CRAFT Project are instructed to obtain three consecutive
periods of observation per visit for use in the analysis of the experiment. They
have also been asked, when possible, to obtain one extra period of observation
during each visit for use in item.analysis, preceding the analysis of the results
of the experiment.

Although the instrument is designed primarily for use during lessons
whose goal is the teaching of reading, observers are instructed to record any
teacher behavior that occurs during a visit, with one exception. In case the
teacher finishes a lesson while the stop watch is running, and begins a rest or
snack period, the observer will continue to code whatever behaviors he observes
until it is time to stop the watch. But he will not start the watch again until
the end of the rest or snack period.

Detailed Procedure - Static Side

The eight small boxes at the upper right are used for identifying code
numbers for this Office's First-Grade Reading Project.. The following informa-
tion is,coded: Observer, Visit Number, Time Period Within Visit, Visit Number
Given by Observer, Variable, Consultant, School within District, Teacher within
Variable. This section is completed before the observer enters the classroom.

Immediately below these boxes is a section in which use of the following
audio-visual equipment is to be checked: Motion Picture Projector, Slide/Strip
Projector, Tape Recorder, Phonograph, Overhead Projector, Camera. These items
are checked only if such equipment is in use at the time when the block is
checked. By choosing the "S" or the "D" column, the observer indicates whether
the equipment was in use at the beginning of the Static or the Dynamic phase of
the period.

Below the audio-visual block there appears a section which is used for
recording the group structure of the classroom. A different row is used by
the observer to record each discernable functional group which appears in the
classroom at the beginning of each of the two phases (Dynamic and Static).
The observer counts the number of children in each group he sees, and writes
this number in one of the cells in Column S or D as the case may be. If only
one group appears in the classroom (the entire class), the observer records the
total number in the entire classroom in the top box. A check is made in the
adjoining box (column headed "T") to indicate which group the teacher is with.

The blank box in the lower right-hand side, labelled 'R4KS" is used to
record brief summary comments about the activities occurring during the entire
observation period, particularly anything unusual which might occur.

The main body of the Static side, which'appears to the left of these
small sections, consists of a two-way classification: what activities occur
during the three-minute period and what materials are used in these activities?
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Figures 1 and 2 are included to clarify the process by which the observer codes
the behaviors and locates the cells in which they are to be recorded. The
process is sequential in the sense that in order to code a behavior the observer
must make a series of separate discriminations. The 20 activities are listed
vertically, and the 18 categories of materials are arranged horizontally in a
pattern designed to facilitate recording.

Materials The organization of materials can perhaps best be understood
by a close examination of Figure 1.

If the activity observed is such that no materials are used (if, for
example, the teacher is telling a story) the category "No Materials" is used.

If materials are involved, the first diicrimination to be made occurs at
Level 1 of Figure 1: between Books, Display Materials, and Hand-held Materials.

Under the general category Books there are two major subdivisions:
Published Books and Homemade Books.

Published Books are divided into three types: Basal Readers, Workbooks,
and Supplementary Books. Basal Readers include pre-primers, primers, etc. in
whatever series the teacher uses. Workbooks are designed to be written in.
Supplementary Books include any published books, such as story books, which are
not used in the basal reader series being used. Readers from other series
fall into this category.

Homemade Books include the pamphlet-like books prepared by the teacher or
the pupil. Words or letters must appear on such booklets in order for this
category to be checked. Illustrations may or may not appear.

Whether the booklet is teacher--or pupil--produced is determined by
the apparent "author" of the story, i.e., a story recorded and reproduced by a
teacher, but dictated by a pupil, is considered pupil-produced. It might be

added that teachers often assist in discriminating these two categories by
announcing the author of the booklet, if it is pupil-produced.

The second major category on Level 1 of Figure 1, Display Materials,
includes Charts and Boards.

Display Charts include Experience Charts which are always, of course,
homemade and Phonics Charts which may or may not be homemade.

Experience Charts may be composed of words, phrases, or sentences. The

pupil (a) generate these charts with some direction frcuithe teacher. Pheniqs

Charts deal with letters or words and are used in &manner which focuses on
the sound, form, or structure of the letter or word.

Charts which cannot be classified as either Experience or Phonics charts
are tallied as "other charts".

Display Boards. Any use of the chalkboard or blackboard, whether for
words or pictures, is.talliedunder "Chalk." Any active :tee of a bulletin board,
or Meta :Ws displayedothereon, isetallied under "Bulletin."
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MATERIALS

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Pupil-Produced

her

Hand -Held Non-Verb 'Object

Arts, Crafts

-Display

Book

Writing Materials

--Cards, Strips, etc.

oa Bulletin

Chalk

No Materials

Homemade

Other

Phonics

-Experience

Pupil-Produced

Published

Teacher-Produced

Supplementary Book

-Work-Book

Basal Reader Materials

Fig. 1. Schematic representation of decicions male in recording materiaJc on OSCAR Rs.
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Examples of "other boards" are flannel borads, sentence banks, etc.

Hand -held materials is aubsill'ided into Verbal and Non - verbal; and includes

a special category, Pupil-Produced.

Hand-Held verbal materials involve cards and strips which typically.con-
tain letters, words, or.pictures, and maybe used in a variety of teacher and
pupil activities. Other materials(such as a flannel board) may often be used
along with hand -held cards and strips.

Writing Materials are such things as crayons, pens, pencils, paper, etc.

when used by teacher or pupil to form letters or,words, except that this category

does not include chalk.

Non-Verbal materials includes three categories:

Arts, Crafts materials are distinguished from writing materials in terms

of their use. A crayon used for drawing is arts-crafts material; one used for
writing is writing material. On occasion, both categories will be checked for

the same item, as when the pupil writes a, sentence then illustrates the topic
idescribed in the sentence. Use of modelling clay is checked here, but if the

finished clay model is later used some other way, the category "object" would

also be checked.

The sub-category "Object" refers to either commercial or homemade

three-dimensional objects which are actually used in instruction. Globes, statues,

leaves, masks, and the like would be tallied here.

"Other" hand-held objects are those hand -held objects (three-dimensional

or not) which cannot be tallied elsewhere.

"Pupil-Produced" is an special category which is checked when any homemade

band-held materials are used. In such an instance, the material would, be checked

twice. If a picture made by a pupil were used it would be recorded twice-undik

"card strip, eta." and under "pupil-produced."

Inspection of the list of materials on the card will indicate the

relationship between their arrangement and the category system just described.

Activities. In coding activities, the first discrimination to be made,

at Level 1 of Figure 2jis between activities involving the teacher and activities

not involving the teacher.

"Teacher" activities are sub-divided at Level 2 into Non - Interactive and

Interactive.

Non - Interactive Activities include: "Reads aloud", which rears to the

reading of any written material; "Talks, " which is self-explanatory; and

"Illustrates, Demonstrates", which includes writing at dzirsing lathe chalk board,

showing how, and the like.
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NON-TEACHER
ACTIVITIES

TEACHER
ACTIVITTiliS

' " . , ,

Non-0

Other

_Rests, etc.

Plays Game

---Works at Seat

Dictates

Oral --- Discusses

Shares

\Teacher-14k

Reads Aloud

Non-Interactive

Works at Board, Chart

Other

Leads Game, Exercise.

Works with Small Group

Works with Individual

7.,nswers Question

Asks Question

Drills

Illustrates, Demonstrates

Talks

Reads Aloud

Fig. 2. Schematic Representation of Decigons Made in Recording Activities on aicA2 Rs.



Interactive Teacher Behaviors are classified into two categories (on Level 3
of Figure 2): Ccral and Normal.

Oral Interactive Teacher Activities include Drilling, Asking Questions,

and Answering (pupil-initiated) Questions.

"Drilling" refers to an activity in which the teacher elicits pupil

responses of a voted repetitive, mechanical type, often en masse. "Ask Question"
and. "Answers Question" should be self explanatory.

"Works with Individual" is checked if special attention is addressed by

the teacher to one child, with the rest of the class being ignored(apparently);

"works with small group" is tallied when a group containing fewer than half of

the class appears to receive the exclusive attention of the teacher.

"Leads game, exercise" is tallied if (1) the game is teacher-led, and

(2) is primarily of a non-cognitive or tension-release varlet/. If a teacher

leads a song with which the pupils are familiar, one might tally this category.

If the "game" is really a drill and does not seem to be fun, it is checked as a

drill. If two or more pupils play a game by themselves the activity is recorded
at "pupil plays game" (see below).

Very difficult discriminations or uncategorized teacher activities may
be tallied under "Other."

Pupil Activities are classified at Level 2 of Figure 2 into three

categories: Teacher-liked Verbal, and Smell- Group. Teacher-like pupil

activities involve the pupil's providing some instruction or illustration to the

class, with more or less close supervision by the teacher, and are classified

into three sub-categories (Level 4). "Works at board, chart," is tallied when

one or more pupils receive instruction at exy of the various types of boards

and charts. "Acts out" refers to any type of instructionally oriented dramatiza-

tion by a pupil or (coup of pupils.

"Reads aloud" is tallied when a pupil reads several words car sentences

aloud while the others listen.

Oral Activities include Sharing, Discussing, and Dictating.

"Shares" has reference to "experience sharing," an important component of

the language-experience approach to teaching. Experience sharing involves a

pupil's relating a personal experience in his own language and in his own way.

"Discusses" is tallied when pupil-teacher or pupil-pupil interactions

occur, all focused about a particular topic. Discussions are typically teacher-

led; however, pupil responses should modify the teacher statements to some extent.

"Dictates" is tallied when a pupil relates a sequence of words, phrases

or sentences, which the teacher writes down. The pupil statements should not

be highly structured by the teacher; "dictates" should not be checked when the

pupil is instructed to fill in the Missing letter or word in a, word or sentence.

"Dictates" would be tallied when, for example, the teacher records a pupil story,

or when she records "words about winter."
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Non-Oral Non-Teacher Activities" include "Pupil Works at Seat", "Pupil

Plays Game", and "Pupil Rests, etc." Seat work here refers to solitary work,

not to copying down dictation or material on the chalkboard. The type of game

referred to is that in which the teacher does not take part - as when two pupils
play a word game. The category "Rests" includes naps, snack periods, etc.

The category "Other"' is used for any pupil activity not directly involving
the teacher which does not fit into any other category.

Each activity which occurs during the Static Phase of an observation
period should be recorded by a check mark in the cell opposite the activity

category in which it fits and under the material category in which whatever
material is involved belongs. 'If no material is involved in the activity, the

check mark is made in the colum headed NO MAT. If materials of two or more

types' are involved in one activity the activity is tallied twice.

If the teacher reads a story from a library book, the check is made

opposite RDS AID and under SPL BIC. If the pupils are at their seats, some

wziting and some stringing beads, checks are made. opposite WICK AT ST under

WRTG MAT and ARTS CRPTS. If the pupils take a nap, a check is made opposite
RSTS, ETC and under NOMAT.

Onl, one check is entered in cell on the Static side re ess of

how many behaviors that fit that cell are observed.

Detailed. Proeedures tnamic Side

The dynamic side of CScAR R differs sharply from the.Static side in
that during the 6 minutes in which it is used an attempt is made to record each
verbal statement Lade*by the teacher and each interchange between teacher and
pupil. Figure 3 shows in schematic form the discrliainations which must be made
by the observer in coding verbal behavice.

The observer attends primarily to the teacher: 'As soon as the teacher

utters a verbalization, the observer make two judgments:

(1) is the statement related to reading, to other language-arts,
or to neither?

(2) does the statement get a task for an individual pupil to which
he is supposed to make an immediate response?

Language Arts here means any teacher behavior whose apparent goals
involve language symbols. if the symbols are visual language symbols, the
verbalization is classified under Reading; otherwise, under Other Language Arts.
Teacher verbal behaviors concerned with numbers, concepts related to science, art,
etc., or with classroom 'management are classified as Non- language Arts.

The decision that the teacher's verbal behavior falls into one of these

categories leads the observer to one of the three major sections of the dynamic
side of the schedule.
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REAPING

INTERCI TANG

-STATEIVIT

NON- LANGUAGE
ARTS

oTHER LANGUAGE
ARTS

FORM (Remaining categories like those
of READING INTERCTIANGE ...MEANING)

Used

WANING
Accepte

Non-Evaluative

Rejection

Procedural

Motivation

Problem-Centered

Indicated

Non-Evaluative

Positive Rejection

Negative Rejection

Negative Motivation

Directing 'Procedure

Describing Procedure

Exposition

Problem Structuring - Form

Problem Structuring -Meaning

Positive Motivation

Fig. 3. Schematic Representation of Decisions to be Made in Using 0ScAR Rd.

363



The decision that what the teacher says doe
pupil response identifies it as a statement; a decis

pupil reply identifies it as an e---"Ericnnta...............WLnterc

s not call for en iumediate
ion that it 67.,NP call for a

C.

purpose.

Statements are classified into six categories according to their apparent

Motivational statements are tallied as "Positive" or "Negative". "Fcsitive"

statements are intended to increase a pupil's motivation to learn, to reduce

tension; or more simply, to make him feel better. Statements which might be

tallied here are: "This is going to be a lot of fun;" "Oh, that's quite

alright, don't worry about that," etc.

Negative motivational statements include statements which tend to make

a pupil feel bad; most of them consist of a teacher's correction or criticism
of pupil behavior. Statements varying widely in degree of severity are tallied

in this category. The range extends, roughly, from a neutrally-stated: "Don't

do that" (when such a statement does not appear to be a procedural instruction)
to punitive shouting.

Problem - centered statements fall into three types: Problem-structuring-

Moaning; Problem..structuring - Form, and Exposition.

Problem-structuring statements pose a problem to the class as a group,

for example,"I wonder if anybody can tell me what the first sentence says?"

"Problem- Structuring - Meaning" is tallied when the problem involves

understanding or interpretation of words or sentences. "Problem-Structuring-Form"

tallies represent teacher statements concerned with the form, structure, or rote

repetition of a letter, ward, as for example, "what is the first word on page 3?

"Exposition" is tallied when the teacher statement simply provides

information to the pupuls. Story-reading or story telling by the teacher would be

tallied in this category. So would explanations of how to do something.

Procedural statements are classified as Directive or Descriptive. Both

involve statements about what is to be done which are empty of content; th

difference 'between them lies in the degree to which pupil behavior is restricted.

"Today we are going to read a story" is descriptive;, "Open your books" is

directive.

Interchanges An interchange is an episode which normally begins wit

a teacher question, continues with a pupil response, and ends with a reply from

the teacher, usually evaluative of the pupil response. C tally is made for

each interchange under the type of entry, and apposite the type of evaluation.

By the entry to an interchange is meant the question asked by the teacher

which initiates the episode. Entries are classified according to the type of

task set the pupil) when it involves interpretation of a word, sentence, or other

symbol, so the pupil must understand the symbol in order to execute the task, the

entry involves meaning; if he need only recognize the symbols it involves form

only.



This same distinctinn is made in classifying Problem-Structuring

Statements (see above). The difference between a Problem-Structuring Statement

and the task-setting behavior which opens an interchange lies in the fact that

the former does not call for an immediate pupil response. It sets a problem,

usually for the class as a whole; but it does not set any individual pupil the

task of answering a specific question.

No tally of en interchange is made until the teacher has evaluated.. .

(or failed to evaluate) the pupil's response. Basically the teacher may either

reject or accept the pupils response..

Whin a teacher is teaching in summer such that responses are stecified

to be correct or incorrect, incorrect responses are typically rejected. .

"Negative Rejection" differs from "Positive RejeCtion" in that the former

is less gentle and friendly. The negative rejection category will receive tallies

representing a considerable range in emotive tone. Harsh rejections will be

tallied here, as will be a neutrally stated "No, that's not right".

1. "Positive Rejection" will usually imply that there was some merit in

the reaponse, even though it was not the one sought. "No, that's not quite

right," "That's very good, does anybody have another idea?".

Acceptance is indicated by such replies as "that's right" "O.K.", etc.

Unless there is some prat or enthusiasm, an interchange so evaluated is tallied

as "Acceptance Indicated". If the teacher says "Fine!" "That's exactly right!"

or otherwise goes beyond mere feedback, the interchange is tallied opposite

"Support
".

Many teachers often neither accept nor reject a pupil response but go

right' on'to ask another Oestion. Such an interchange is talliedas "Non-evaluated".-

'If a teacher goes ahead after an interchange has been terminated'and uses

the pupil's response in some way, e.g.p.wiltes it on the board, or Aoki another

pupil to'comment- a7second tally is made opposite "Ike".

In general, each statement is tallied once, and each interchange once,

except iOthis'one'instance of "Use" in which. two tallies will appear for.one

interchange'

If a teacher says, "I wonder who can tell me the name .of4 toy",this

statement would be tallied in the OLA section in the box for PRB STA MNO. If

she then says, "Mary, you tell us one," this is recognized as an entry to an

interchange to be tallied in the OLA section under j, but not tallied'yet. Mary.

says "A doll," and the teacher relays, "Yes". How many girls have dolls at

home? The tally for the Interchange is entered opposite ACC /ND in the OLA

section under MNG, and a second tally is made in the same section opposite USE

under MNG. The statement "How many girls have dolls at home?" would be tallied as

a problem-structuring statement, of course, in the same section.
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